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Notice

The material contained herein relates to a simulation
of managerial performance developed by the Center for
Creative Leadership pursuant to a contract with the Office

P of Naval Research. The context of the simulation is a
fictitious corporation in the American glass industry. Any
points of similarity between the simulation and an existing
glass company are purely coincidental.

All users of the material contained herein are advised
P of the copyright of the Center for Creative Leadership. Any

unauthorized reproduction , distribution or other use thereof
will result in legal action.
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The mission of the Center for Creative Leadership is
to improve the practice of management by encouraging the
identification and development of creative leadership in
contemporary organizations.

The Center for Creative Leadership is a nonprofit
educational institute using knowledge from the social and

t behavioral sciences to understand and teach creative
leadership. To this end , the Center has focused on three
areas:

--Management - Planning, implementing , producing and
controllin g information, and evaluation of impact.

--Career Development - Leadership development is
essentially career developme:~t based on personal effective-
ness, proceeding through a series of challenging assignments.

--Group Dynamics - Leadership is always done through
• others, being responsible to or for others.

The Center is working to accomplish this mission through
programs of research, training, and communication.

$
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Description of Volumes
,

Looking Glass is a simulation of a glass manufac-
turing corporation . There are twenty positions, ranging
across three divisions and four levels (Plant Manager ,
Director , Vice-President , and President). The divisions
face different environments , ranging from volatile to
stable. Looking Glass is, in a word , typical——the orga-
nizational type, structure and environments are common.
All problems contained in the simulation are based on
actual events.

Volume I of the simulation materials is divided into
four sections. Section I describes the development of
Looking Glass. Included are the chronology of what occurred
from original idea to final pretest run and a summary of
assumptions and biases related to constructing a realistic
management simulation . The next section discusses research
issues such as the experimental anodes built into the design ,
possible manipulations , limitations of the simulation ,
measurement strategies , and preliminary hypotheses. The
third section outlines training uses of the simulation ,
including one detailed example of a training program. The

• final section explains the nuts and bolts of running the
simulation . This section and the appendices that follow
enable users to refer to staffing and administrative
necessities .

1 Volumes II through IV contain the simulation materials.
Volume II contains all memos relating to the Advanced Pro-
ducts Division , and also includes organization-wide corpo-
rate i.temos, and all memos to the President . Volume III
contains all memos relating to the Commercial Glass Divi-
sion, and Volume IV, all memos concerning the Industrial
Glass Division .

Subsequent volumes will contain standardized responses
to information requested by participants (Volume V) and a
complete listing and analysis of all problems participants
face (Volume VI).
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Pref ace

“The wonder and the wormwood of the whole .”

— Thomas Hardy

Our bias reflected a psychological truth. Just as self
cannot be accurately defined without others, managers without
their organizations lose their being . They are both too
sharply delimited and too fuzzily omnipotent. Most leader-
ship research has looked at managers in this limited manner
using , at most, only a few environmental factors and a
limited organizational context.

In contrast, we wished to observe managers “on line,”
dealing with life ’s confusion . To do so, we sought funding
from the Office of Naval Research to develop a management
simulation. Our purposes were as follows: (1) to accurately
simulate the managerial job, and (2) to learn about leader
behavior and leader effectiveness in an organizational
context. For example , what does planning or decision making
look like in a complex environment?

In short, we set out to learn about the whole , or as
much of the whole as a simulation can represent. This
manual recounts two years of research and development effort
sponsored by the Office of Naval Research and the Center for
Creative Leadership .

With a project of this complexity and ambiguity , a
useful way for the reader to begin is to understand what
this manual is not.

Although reviews of the litz’r.iture were conducted on
organizational theory and structure , management/leadership
research , and research , development and measurement issues
surrounding simulatio~1s , the results of these will not beincluded.

The Office of Naval Research contract is in effect from
September 1, 1976 , to August 31, 1979. Year ~ne focused onliterature review and simulation design ; year two on develop-
ing and pretesting the simulation ; year three on collecting
and analyzing the research data and publishing the results.
As such , this manual contains only preliminary data .

i
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What This Manual Is

While not an ideal model, the history of how we de-
veloped Looking Glass may serve as a guidepost to others who
develop organizational simulations. We have reconstructed
our slips and successes, assumptions and biases, the chronol-
ogy of what occurred from original idea to final pretest
run , and a summary of what we learned during the two years
of development. These matters form the body of Section I,
Development.

Looking Glass is intended as both a research and a
training tool. Section II discusses research issues such as
the experimental modes built into the design , possible
manipulations , limitations of the simulation , measurement
strategies, and preliminary hypotheses. Section III outlines
some training uses for the simulation (applications are
still under development).

The final section explains the nuts and bolts of
running the simulation . This section and the appendices
that follow are printed on darker paper to enable the user
to quickly refer to staffing and administrative necessities.

ii 
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Introduction

“Doing research is a rather informal, often illogical and
sometimes messy—looking affair.”

(Garner , Hunt, & Taylor, 1959;
cited in Weick, 1965, p. 253).

The origins of the project were informal and certainly
illogical: a discussion at a cocktail party , a chance
meeting at a conference , several runs of another management
simulation one of us had developed . Out of this came the
articulation of some biases about management and management
research.

The vast body of leadership/management research has ex-
P posed few truths, perhaps because physical science and social

science models do not bond easily. One tenet borrowed from
the physical sciences is that pieces can be studied out of
context, that fundamental laws underlie phenomena. This tenet
works better for phenomena that can be touched or seen or
smelled than with metaphysical concepts like leadership that
rarely appear in observable chunks.

The most prominent chunk in recent years has been leader—
subordinate relationships (e.g., Fiedler, 1967; House, 1971).
Follower productivity , satisfaction and turnover are common
criteria of leader effectiveness , implying that somehow they

$ matter most. Perhaps the lack of consistently positive
findings tells us, not that management-subordinate relations
are unimportant , but that they are only part of a complex
matrix. At the least, how subordinates feel about themselves
and their leader is influenced by the tasks performed and
the demands originating from both inside and outside the
organization.

Evidence from a variety of sources casts further doubt
on the validity of recent research directions.

Environmental Factors

Overwhelming external factors such as the economy ,
regulatory agencies , politics , competition , and labor unions
can influence organizational outcomes more than organizational
leadership (Lieberson & O’Connor , 1972; Pfeffer & Salancik ,
1975; Salancik & Pfeffer , 1977, Note 1).

iii
$ 



Leader Behavior

Within the organization , the major theoretical clusters
of leadership behavior--consideration and initiating struc-
ture for the group--bear little consistent relationship to
leadership effectiveness , even at a group outcome level (Kerr
& Schrjeshejm , 1974; Korman , 1966). Although leadership is
related to many behaviors, the relationships hold only in
specific situations (Campbell , Dunnette , Lawler & Weick ,
1970; Gibb, 1969, pp. 205—282).

Limits on How Much Leadership Matters

Management jobs are characterized by a lack of control
over events and over the principals who contribute to the
events. Many perceptions about leaders may have little to
do with their performance. Pfeffer (1978, chap. 2) explains
much of our thinking about leadership as attribution-—the
tendency of human beings to attribute outcomes to persons
rather than to shadowy , environmental forces outside their
control (see also Calder , 1977 , pp. 179—205).

The Nature of the Managerial Job

The f~w studies (e.g., Dubin , 1962; Mintzberg , 1973;McCall, Morrison , & Hannan , Note 2) that describe what
leaders actually do also question the leader-follower focus
of leadership research. McCall et al. (Note 2) found that a
manager ’s work is fragmented; episodes are brief and contacts
varied . Although contacts with subordinates are the primary
component of interaction , these contacts are the shortest in
length. Leaders spend as much of their time with nonsubor-
dinates (peers, colleagues, etc.) as with subordinates.
Indeed , at the highest levels of organizations , they spend
much of their time with outsiders.

The nature of the managerial job is a reactive one.
Managers spend their days assimilating, sifting , and respond-
ing to fragmented , varied , and brief inputs. They suffer a
constant overload of information , leaving little time for
the calm, rational decision making or the cozy group tech-
niques recommended by researchers and trainers. Managers
operate in an atmosphere which can best be described as
frenetic; ill—structured problems mingle capriciously with
the cut-and—dried , and subordinates are simply one of many
groups with which they interact.

iv 
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Leader Effectiveness

If the managerial job is hectic , what would contribute
to effectiveness under such conditions? Three attributes
stood out as possible components (see Lombardo, Note 3):
(1) The ability to break set, juggle opposites and contra-
dictions, discriminate sharply between aspects of a problem ,
handle the accompanying stress and integrate problem dimen—
sions in a novel way formed a complexity component, (2) the
ability to set up feedback and judgment systems to deal with
ill—structured problems formed a structural component, and
(3) using social skills to control organizational events and
priorities formed a power component.

Whether or not these were truths becaiae an empirical
question once the Office of Naval Research funded the project.
Complexity, environmental impact, even leader—follower rela-
tionships could be examined as they occur , in a context.
For all the convolutions to follow during the construction
and pretesting of the simulation , our goal was simple and
direct: to replicate reality as managers/leaders see it,
and to find out what leadership is like in the complex
setting in which it is enacted.

V
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Looking Glass: A Summary and Outline

“We can know what we’ve done only after we ’ve done it. Only
by doing is it possible for us to discover what we have
done.. . it is entirely possible that the actors themselves
create the environment to which they adapt .”

(Weick , 1969, pp. 27, 64)

As Weick notes, we never know what we ’ve done until
after we’ve done it. A useful place to begin, then, is
where we ended.

Looking Glass is a simulation of a glass manufacturing
corporation with $200 million in sales. There are twenty
positions, ranging across three divisions and four levels
(Plant Manager, Director, Vice-President, and President).
The divisions face different environments, varying from
volatile to stable.

Looking Glass is, in a word , typical. The organiza-
tional type, structure , and environments are common. The
problems that managers face in the simulation are modeled on
what they told us they face on the job.

The simulation is brief (six hours), portable (it can
be shipped easily), and person—centered (noncomputer based).
Looking Glass has a telephone system and a written conununi-
cations system to aid participants. Status differences are
emphasized through accoutrements and office sizes and loca-
tions.

There are no restrictions on participant behavior.
Their instructions: Run Looking Glass for a day any way you
choose. Make decisions and take breaks at your discretion .

Designed primarily as a research vehicle to generate
hypotheses about managerial and organizational effectiveness ,
Looking Glass was successfully run five times, three of
these with intact groups of managers. The development and
pretesting phases (years one and two) are now over. Year
three will involve at least ten identical runs of the simu-
lation for research purposes. 



~~~~~ ry ~~~~~~~~~~~

The remainder of this section of the manua l covers our
progress to date and is organized into six units:

(1) “The Nature of Simulation ” explains the free
simulation and its basic components of realism ,
participant involvement , and preservation of
con founding elements.

(2) “Biases” outlines our personal beliefs about what
managers should do in a simulation and what was
in the experience for us.

(3) “Basic Decisions” explains how the project was
organized and responsibilities delineated , then
details our selection process for organizational
type, structures , products and environments. To
make the simulation as real as possible, we de-
veloped problem/activity clusters which reflect
the mangerial job, and included a simplified
financial system .

(4) “Designing Looking Glass” explains the criteria
along which the simulation was written and lists
six imperatives we felt were necessary to rep-
licate reality . A rationale for the physical
elements surrounding the simulation is also given .

(5) “Running Looking Glass” discusses our relationship
with outside organizations that provided the par-
ticipants for the simulation , and outlines the five
pretest runs and what we learned from them . The unit
closes wi th  six conclusions about the simulation .

( 6 )  “ A f t e r  the Deluge ” contains sorae of our r e f lec t ions
on simulation and the nature of research .

V j 
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I

The Nature of Simulation

A simulation is an operating model of a real system.
The type of simulation we developed is classified as a free
simulation . This is characterized by: (1) a complex envi-
ronment that represents the actual setting as much as
possible, (2) free behavior by participants, (3) interaction
between participants and the environment (Fromkin & Streu—
fert, 1976, chap. 10). Although start points, such as the
information available and the organizational structure , are
programmed by the designers, events that occur during the
simulation are shaped primarily by the participants.

Simulations offer several advantages. They order
events so they may be systematically studied , bringing the
ongoing organization into the laboratory (readers interested
in the advantages and disadvantages of simulation are re-
ferred to Drabek & Haas, 1967; Fromkin & Streufert, 1976 ,
chap. 10; Guetzkow, 1962; Guetzkow, Alger, Brody , Noel, &
Snyder, 1963; Guetzkow , Kotler, & Schultz , 1972; Stogdill ,
1970; Weick , 1965, chap. 5). The advantages we focused on
in our decision to design a complex organizational simula-
tion were: (1) the reality of the setting , (2) high par-
ticipant involvement, and (3) preservation of confounding
elements (they are part of a natural setting).

Realism

As Weick (1965, chap. 5) argues , when a phenomenon
(managerial work) is not well understood , then simulated
realism should be high so observations can distinguish
relevant from irrelevant variables. Drabek and Haas (1967)
advise that a realistic simulation uses an intact group
working on familiar tasks within a natural environment .

Realism , of course, has its disadvantages. Overcom-
plexity can lead to “pictorial realism” (Schultz & Sull ivan ,
1963 , chap. 1). Drabek and Haas (1967) apparently faced
this problem when they recreated an organization down to the
correct placement of the coffee pot. We faced the same
problem, to which there is no solution : How real is real?
How much reality is enough?

Reality is also messy. Tight control over variables is
both impossible and undesirable. So much behavior is gener-
ated as participants grapple with ill-structured situations
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that an already f uzzy  process becomes even more i~ysterious.
F i g u r i n g  out what pa r t i c ipan ts  are doing , or even which
problem they are t ack l ing ,  becomes a major  issue.

Participant Involvement

The nature of the design insured par t ic ipant  involve-
ment. The simulation was only to be run with managers from
the same organization, facing typical tasks which they were
free to attack in their  usual manner . But would they? Wha t
we proposed to develop would be so real that our primary
fear was overinvolvement of the participants, creating high
stress. We knew from previous research that the managers
would be accustomed to stress,  that they might  even enjoy
the action , but would they in a new si tuation? Would we get
their  typical , back—home problem—solving behavior , or an
array of defense mechanisms——denial , withdrawal, and aggres-
sion?

Artifacts

Simulations are skeletal reality . There are no products ,
no one will be fired or promoted . They are game-like in
nature , and as such their reality depends on the tendency of
people to enjoy complex experiences , to want to complete
tasks, and to associate the simulation content with their
actual job content. Simulations have artifacts as a given.
Following are the most troublesome with which we dealt.

Paper cri.ses. All problems given to participants at
the start of Looking Glass appear in the form of nemos (the
failure of a plant to pass EPA inspection is an example).
In an actual organization , managers learn of many problems
over the phone or face—to—face. The decision to use memos
exclusively was a trade—off between loss of reality and what
were more important losses. By intervening (with a phone
call , for examp le), we felt we would create strong experi-
menter demands to drop everything else and engage in crisis
rather than typical behavior , upsetting the normal activity
pattern of managerial work . Checking this assumption during
a pretest run confirmed our fear——one phone call from a
“ repor ter ” resulted in three hours of activity on a minor
problem ~y the entire organization.

Time. Simulations ordinarily compress time , either by
forcing decisions or by providing enough information so that
a decision is likely. Even though decisions must be made on

-

~
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only two of over a hundred problems facing our organization,
• more decisions are made than in a typical day . Unlike life ,

the par t ic ipants know that the simulation will not go on.

No subordinates. The lowest management level in Looking
Glass is Plant Manager. Because the Plant Managers have no
li ve subordinates, we faced the same problem that Cotton

$ (1975) did-—lack of involvement and alienation from the
organization . We attempted to circumvent this by providing
them with an array of problems , allowing them access to
their plants and subordinates by telephone , and giving them
hi gh s t a tus  (a $50,000-a—year job and control over large
budgets).

$
Demand characteristics. In any experiment , the in-

evitable question arises: Are participants behaving as they
typically do, or as they believe they are expected to behave?
In Looking Glass, we tried to lessen this effect by telling
them there were no tricks—-that they were to run the organi-

$ zation for a day any way they chose. They could make deci-
sions or not , take breaks or remain at work . Then we crossed
our fingers and hoped the reality of the simulation would
elici t  typical behavior.

Content of the job. Although we included memos and
letters that concerned outsiders and allowed phone calls to
them , we could not replicate the large percentage of time
(Cohen & March , 1974; Mintzberg , 1970) that senior execu-
tives spend with external contacts.

S
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Hi a se s

About Management

We believed that management only has meaning when
viewed in its entirety . Its pieces do not sum to a whole.
Activities, problems , and organizational context are all
basic to the management process.

A review of organizational simulations revealed only a
few which deal with contextual issues (Drabek & Haas, 1967;
Guetzkow et al., 1963; Olmstead , Cleary , Lackey , & Salter ,
1973) and none that replicate the activity patterns suggested
by observational studies of leaders. Major simulations have
dealt with crises: Olmstead ’s with military attack , Guetz-
kow’s with the outbreak of World War I, and Drabek and
Haas ’s with civil disaster. Not only were the events less
than typical, communication patterns were often restricted.
In Guetzkow ’s INS, for example , participants basically
communicated in writing.

We believed that face validity was essential. As such ,
the problems faced would be typical and participants could
communicate as they chose. No gimmicks were needed. We
felt the process of managing was exciting enough.

About Simulations

The failure of many simulations lies not so much in
their design , but in their unwieldiness. We resolved that
Looking Glass would have three attributes: (1) It would be
brief (six hours), (2) it would be portable (could be shipped
easily), and (3) it would be person-centered (noncomputer
based).

Personal

The simulation content would be based on an empirical
model rather than a theoretical one. Our emphasis was on
generating representative behavior for explanation and
theory-building. How this behavior was to be measured was
left open. We started over in our review of the research ,
seeking the smallest number of dimensions with the greatest
explanatory clout. There was no reason to restrict ourselves

~ 
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in what we measured . The real i ty  of the simulation would
allow us to research almost any variable. If it distin—
guished between relevant and irrelevant or effective and
ineffective, it would stay. If it failed , it failed .

To spend three years of our lives building and testing
an organizational simulation meant that something had to be
in the experience for us. We resolved to pick an organiza-
tion we were interested in ~and let each of us author a piece
of it.

The name we eventualLy chose for our simulation , Looking
Glass, reflects, more than anything else, what was in the
experience for us. Some have enjoyed the name, some have
called it “cute.” Fof us, it tells the story of the project.
A looking glass reflects reality and deepens it because one
can go through it. The words also imply a touch of whimsy.

Above all else, Looking Glass conveys a sense of what
we were: professionals who cared about what they did and )
who also hac~. fun .

)

I
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Basic_ Decisions , or R e s e . ir c t i :  A S ~ ucaky Wf~~eI

Greasing the wheel consisted of three decisions made
before the project started in September , 1976:

(1) Three literature reviews were to be conducted ,
with each of us responsible for one. They were to be
eclectic with an emphasis on operational rather than tran-
scendental properties of organizations. The areas to be
reviewed were organizational theory/structure , management !
leadership, and laboratory person—centered simulations.
Consultants were expected to contribute further to our
knowledge of the areas.

(2) A management survey was to be conducted , using a
mailed questionnaire to collect critir~al incidents in manage-
ment. This was later scrapped in favor of field interviews .

(3) A month-by-month timeline of the project forced us
to get to work immediately. Presentations on our progress
in reviewing the literature were scheduled and held the
first week of October . By December , several follow—up
sessions on the relevant literatures and visits from three
consultants helped us toward making some hard choices. Karl
Weick of Cornell encouraged us to ground portions of the
simulation in existing research , but to go out on a limb on
other aspects. Present organizations as they are , he advised——
garbage cans with people operating under scarcity and against
deadlines. Henry Mintzberg of McGill briefed us on five
general organizational structures. A month later , Joseph
Olmstead of HumRRO explained the development of FORGE , a
military attack simulation of high complexity and vary ing
stress levels.

In retrospect , what greased the wheel was the division
of labor and the deadlines. Although not always successful
(the first run of Looking G lass was scheduled for May ,
1977-—it actually occurred in February , 1978), they were
always there in front of us--a clear responsibility and a
date for making things appear.

Selecting an Organizational Type

The meaning of a “typical” organization broke down into
two requirements: (1) credible to participants , and (2) prac-
tical for us to design. Credibility meant that whatever we
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selected had to have an analog in the real world . The
structure , environment , technology , and products had to
exist. We wanted participants to feel they were producing
something important , rather than frivolous or fictional goods
such as widgets.

Further, we wanted an organization that managers were
likely to have heard of but unlikely to have worked in.
This argued for an older , fairly small industry , making
common products. Since no detailed knowledge of the organi-
zation was to be necessary to run it, its jargon and pro-
cesses had to be simplifiable.

The decision to simulate a profit-making organization
was based ox~ familiarity of organizational structure . Most
managers are at least acquainted with for—profit setups,
while many nonprofit organizations have unusual structures.
Educational organizations , for example , are controlled by
political agencies (legislatures and school boards). Hos-
pitals are actually two organizations in one——the bureau-
cracy run by managers and the service run by professionals.
Since we wanted participants to feel “at home,” nonprofit
organizations were ruled out.

Practicality of design required that we select an
organization with identifiable environments and technolo-
gies, and a product line homogenous enough to be simulated .
Although the organization must vary in what it produced to
give us some leeway in design , the problems it faced must be
generic to make it representative to participants . Personal
contacts and information had to be available , and , above
all, the organization had to be interesting to the staff.

Using Standard and Poors ’ classification of organi-
zations , Business Week ’s surveys of corporate profits, and
our knowledge of organization types, we narrowed a long list
down to 22 organizational types with promise as “typical”
organizations. These were: (1) publishing , (2) shipbuild-
ing, (3) toys, (4) sporting goods, (5) oil service , (6) food
products, (7) recreation , (8) motor freight , (9) air freight ,
(10) broadcasting, (11) paper , (12) measuring instruments ,
( 13) ceramics , (14 )  a i r l ines, (15) glass , (16)  prosthetics,
(17) oil field machinery , (18) metal casting , (19) forestry ,
(2 0 )  f i s h i n g ,  (21)  cargo , and ( 2 2 )  lumber.

What caused a problem was our declaration that the
organizat ion would be in t e res t ing .  For a t ime we forgot
this meant interesting yet unfamiliar. After discussion and
comparison , the interesting and the familiar , recreation won
easily. (Neither glass nor its cousin ceramics received a
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single vote of the 18 cast.) Retrospective itiatching of thc
recreation industry against the criteria of credibility and
practicality revealed some potential problems . We met to
discuss the s i tuat ion, r ea l i z ing  that if we made an error
now, recouping later would be impossible. Our basic fear
was that the simulation would bomb. “It’s too familiar ,”
one of us finally said . “All we ’ll get is six hours of why
I like Winnebagos and Head skis.” That settled it—-whatever
we chose, it wouldn ’t be recreation .

Under the clarified emphasis , unfamiliar yet interest-
ing , two finalists emerged--shipbuilding and glass. We
brought in two ex—managers to explain the nature of each
organization . David Molthroç. spoke on shipbuilding , Alan
Hundert on glass. As a result of their extensive presenta-
tions on environments , technologies, structure , and products,
the decision became obvious. Glass was more versatile along
all the criteria.

Selecting an Organizational Structure

Using charts from several organizations in the glass
business, charts from other types of organizations , and
“ideal” models from the literature, two structures were
drawn for the simulation . Both structures were adaptable——
with minor changes in managerial titles and events , the
structure could be switched from divisional to functional
across runs.

Our original design called for eleven to sixteen roles
in either two or three divisions spread across four levels——
President , Vice—President , Director , and Plant Manager. As
we interviewed incumbents of these positions , we began to
have compunctions about our structure . The organization was
diamond shaped rather than pyramidal (see Figure 1-1). Some
of the major problems we wished to include would not flow
well from one Plant Manager through three Directors to one
Vice-President. We grappled with this problem throughout
1977, deferring the final selection of live roles until our
field interviews were completed . One theme permeated our
thinking during this period : To be real , the simulation
would need closer to 20 live rolc ; and an unspecified number
of “ghost” roles to make the organization more pyramidal.
Otherwise , we would have top manaciers with no one to super-
vise.
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Selecting Environments

Picking a typical orga* ization to simulate was a trivial
problem compared with selecting environments. Environment,
as one of us said, is conceptually equivalent to “everything”
and “they .” “If you don’t know what causes an unusual
behavior, pin it on the environment . It wears blame well .”
Our goal was to have each of the divisions face environments
that varied along criteria such as volatility , degree of
competitiveness , and nature of the markets. This resulted
in three clusters corresponding with our three divisions:
(1) volatile , (2) moderately unstable , and (3) stable.

Classifying products according to the stability/instability
of their environments was straightforward . Our initial
choice did not differ appreciably from the eventual outcome :

Division Products Environu~nt Use

Advanced integrated circuits, volatile basic
Components resistors, capacitors,

optical fibers, laser
components

(became Advanced Products)

Industrial industrial piping, moderate optional
Glass insulation, glass

tape reels, safety
windows, waste
recovery systems

Lighting casings for incan— stable basic
Glass descent and floures-

cent lights

(became Commercial Glass)

What vexed us was how environments differ.

Q: What are relevant dimensions of environment?

A: Everything except my family, and they will appear
in the next article.

With no agreement on basic dimensions , we searched for
a theme and found it in environmental uncertainty . Uncertainty
consisted of two dimensions : static vs. dynamic and simple
vs. complex . 

-5- .~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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Static vs. dynamic. The two major elements seemed to
be rate of change (how often factors change or new ones need
to be taken into account) and hostility (rapidity of required
response, pressure from competitors, customers, government,
and scarcity of raw materials) (Duncan , 1972; see Figure 1—2).

Simple vs. complex. How many elements are relevant to
the organization and how many classes do they represent? The
former consisted of sheer number , the latter a hodgepodge of
elements (e.g., customers, raw materials , government regula-
tors).

Complexity of environment did not become a variable. We
spoke with no one who worked for a major organization that
could be classified as facing a simple environment.

The elements that stood out as important environmental
components were:

(1) Legal/regulatory factors: legislation ; federal,
state, and local agencies; professional and/or trade associ-
ations; and industry standards.

(2) Pseudo-member factors: Board of Directors ; stock-
holders; and financial institutions.

(3) General socio-economic factors: interest rates;
political conditions; GNP; military , consumer , construction ,
and education spending ; cultural , social, and community
norms; special interest groups; and public opinion.

(4) Input factors: suppliers (number , reliability ,
s t r ikes) ;  raw materials; fuel ;  leasors; labor supply ; and
investors.

(5) Throughput factors: technological innovation;
patents; impact on physical environment;  equipment condition
and availability ; labor mobility ; unions; and subcontractors.

(6) Output factors: customers (number , reliability ,
strikes, cycles); competitors ; and markets.

(McCall, Note 4)

I

___________
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Figure 1-2

Characteristics of Various Environmental States

Simple Complex

CELL 1: CELL 2:
Low Perceived Uncertainty Moderately Low

Perceived Uncertainty

1. Small number of factors 1. Large number of factors
STATIC and components in the and components in the

environment environment
2. Factors and components 2. Factors and components

are somewhat similar to are not similar to one
one another another

3. Factors and components 3. Factors and components
remain basically the same remain basically the
and are not changing same

CELL 3: CELL 4:
Moderately High Hi gh Perceived

perceived Uncertainty Uncertainty

1. Small number of factors and 1. Large number of factors
DYNAMIC components in the environ- and components in the

ment environment
2. Factors and components are 2. Factors and components

somewhat similar to one are not similar to one
another another

3. Factors and components of 3. Factors and components
the environment are in a of environment are in
continual process of a continual process of
change change

Reprinted from “Characteristics of organizational Environments
and Perceived Environmental Uncertainty” by R. 8. DunCan,
published in Administrative Science Quarterly, 1972 , 17 , p. 320,
by permission of Administrative Science Quarterly.
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Boiled down to operational terms , the environments
faced and the resulting divisional characteristics were:

Advanced Industrial Commercial

(volatile) (moderate) (stable)

heavy competition, tied to consumer and few customers,
exotic materials , government spending, long history,
costly processes , diverse products, some competition ,
dependent on innovation, unreliable customers , high volume,
connected w/military some exotic materials, certain market,

spending, sales ceilings, tied to GNP ,
contract-oriented , foreign competition, slowly changing
diverse product line, customers take over technologies ,
many markets, technology , products are
specializing in precision, profit margins erode essential,
unpredictable profits, forecasts stable
products obsolete quickly ,
crises common,
high pollution costs,
brief history

Objectives:

Advanced Industrial Commercial

specialize in precision respond to customer reduce costs to
market, tastes maintain market

customer service position

Selecting Variables: The Black Cat

The popular image of researchers is one of scientific
detachment as they sift through the literature, coolly
selecting the relevant and discarding the irrelevant through
dispassionate analysis. Something like this occurs on
topics that can be delimited ; on others , like Looking Glass ,
the process resembles a free—for—all. We far more resembled
children digging for clams (“We got ones”) than anything
approximating the precision of a Sherlock Holmes.

Our search for truth , or what might be true , consisted
of regular meetings throughout 1977. During these we pre-
sented and reacted to summaries on power , political behavior ,

5-- — -5-- —~ A~~~~ 5 -‘5—-- —~~~----‘-- . S. -~~
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feedback , organizational structure and environment , cognitive
complexity , and the leadership effectiveness literature . S
Many variables died writhing under questions such as “How is
this unique? What will it tell us? How will we capture it?
We can only measure a few dimensions. Is this one central?”
Often the sessions left so many discarded bodies that one of
us dredged up Kierkegaard ’s definition of truth: Sitting in
a dark room looking for a black cat that isn ’t there .

“I know what you’re thinking about,” said Tweedledum , “bu t it
isn’t so, no—how.” “Contrarwise,” continued Tweedledee. “ If

it was so it might be; and if it were so, it would be; but as
it isn’t , it ain ’t. That’s logic.”

Lewis Carroll ,
Through the Lookin g Glas s

Problem/activity clusters. The face validity of Looking
Glass comes in large part from our decision to discard a ques-
tionnaire survey of managers and conduct field interviews .
All problems which managers face in the simulation are
modeled on what they told us they faced on the job .  The
structure of the interviews , conducted primarily with glass
industry managers between April, 1977 , and February , 1978 ,
consisted of what they do in a typical day--process and
content (see Figure 1—3). Twenty—five interviews were
conducted , the most relevant ones in two major glass corpora-
tions. Positions interviewed ranged in level from Plant
Superintendent to President. Interviews lasted from ninety
minutes to over two hours.

Working with interview notes , we extrac ted and listed
200 events and problems on index cards. Five of us then
independently sorted these cards according to apparent
similarity , without a priori categories. The sorts were
compared , disagreements battled out , and 12 ac t i v i t y  c lus te rs
generated (see Figure 1-4; for a similar clustering , see
Mintzberg , 1973). The clusters were used for two purposes:
(1) to insure a respresentative set of demands during scripting,
and (2) to form a series of dimensions along which problems
and activities varied .

_ _ _ _  — - - . -
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Figure 1-3

“Typical Day” Interview Guide

I. Introduction

— Self
- CCL (if necessary)
- ONR Project
— Confidentiality
— Outline of interview

II. General Description of Job

— Basic responsibilities

III. Typical Day

- Can be real or hypothetical day
- Hour—by—hour account (what-who—when-why )
- Only enough detail to be understandable

IV. Details

- Probe specific events in day
- Content, relationships, frequency , regularity

V. Differences

- How would other days differ
- Larger perspective (time traveling, cyclical events, etc.)

VI. Thanks

- Executive summary
- Possible future involvement (observe simulation, comment on
events, participate, etc.)

P

_  _  
________  _ _ _ _  J
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Activity variables. Using previously published tax—
p onomies of tasks (Shaw ’s, 1973 , classification , for example)

proved s imultaneously too limit ing and too general. The
problem/ac tivity clusters we developed were too comp lex for
any of the standard task taxonomies. After another series
of meetings , we developed our own to captu re the complexity
of what managers do (see Figure 1—5). These variables were

p used: (1) to ensure variability within and across manager ial
roles , and (2 ) as a guide for selecting and classif ying
problems.

Other variables (outcome and process , for examp le) have
not been selected as of this writing. For a discuss ion of
these issues , see Section II.

Financial Data

p Although one of us admitted dropping accoun ting during
college , none of us had any background in finance or account-
ing practices. Early on , we realized that without some
financial data the simulation would be a farce. The managers
we interviewed for this project understood and used numbers
as common parlance. As a bank manager told us, “I feel

p naked without my profit ratios.”

Since we were inadequate to the task , we asked Robert
Taylor of Duke University to guide us in constructing a
simplified financial management system . (Later , we also
relied heavily on the advice of J. J. McMurry of the Smith

p Richardson Foundation and Center for Creative Leadership.)
He introdrced us to such arcane entities as balance sheets ,
debt/equ.ty ratios , and cost of goods manufactured . Our
goal was to include the key figures managers use to flag
problems at the p lant, divisional, and corporate levels.

$
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Figure 1—5

Activity Variables

1. Interdependence

— Others have information necessary to defining the problem or to
finding an appropriate solution .

— Others are directly affected by the decision , e.g. , they control
inputs or outputs or share a common fate.

- Solving the problem or engaging in the activity requires the help

of others.

— Procedures require that others be involved.

2. Difficulty

— Problem is unclear or changing.

- Problem is interdependent

— Problem has many elements or pieces

— Elements are diverse.

— Solution requires persuasion .

— Actor has partial or no control over the elements.

3. Magnitude

- The way the problem or activity is handled will influence in a
big way people , money , etc.

- The problem is highly visible.

_
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Desi gning Looking Glass

By late 1977 , our o f f i c e s  resembled back rooms in a
library . Each of us was armed with stacks of miscellany:
notes on interviews , plant tours , glass technology, history
of glass—making, annual reports , financial and business
reports , glass indus t ry  articles, explanations of term s like
electrostatic precipitators , and the inevi table  potpourr i of
textbooks.

Each of us was assigned to design one of the divisions.
In writing, we were to include : (1) relevant environmental
constraints, (2 )  major strategic and operational problems ,
(3) cross-divisional problems , ( 4 )  division his tory  and
product information , and (5) relevant facts and figures. In
addition , the problems were to be arrayed according to our
management activities clusters.

Not by design , one of us went first. The other two
investigators were meeting another contract deadline. This
serendipitous occurrence helped in several ways: It provided
a process for the others to follow , and it taught us some
things to do.

A Process

Our point man laid out the major  problems faced by the
division and by each position in ou t l ine  form . The problems
were then checked for interdependency , difficulty , and
maqni tude  ( a c t i v i t y  v a r i a b le s) ,  compared wi th  the 12 ac t iv i ty
clusters to ensure representativeness , and ranked according
to decision probability. He then forgot about the above
and dictated for seven days. His premise was , if the divi-
sion were laid out correc t ly ,  the outcome would be close to
what was intended ; if not , no amount of t i nke r ing  dur ing
wr i t i ng  would help.

This premise was borne out several weeks later when
each problem was rated against the criteria listed above.
The Advanced Products Division , on paper at last , came out
as volatile with high interdependence requirements , forcing
managers  to engage in the k inds  of ac t iv i t ies  the i r  norma l
jobs demand .

Even the psuedo—ra t iona l  design of APD was la ter  f e l t
to be ove r s t ruc tu red .  We decided tha t , a f t e r  a year of

_ _  —~~~-~~~~--~~~~. 
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research , we f i n a l l y  understood what  we wanted to develop.
The other investigators simply detailed their environment ,
laid out the problem structure , and w rote .

Thin gs to Do

To replicate reality , there were several imperatives:

(1) Hide the critical among the irrelevant. We found
no ev iden ce that problems come wrapped in packa ges wi th  red
warning flags attached , or that they arrive in any intelli-
gible sequen ce.

(2) Throw clinkers in the furnace. The management job
takes place amidst any number of annoying events. During a
typical  day , there will be rumors , memos going to the wrong
people, sta f f  unav ailable because they are in a scheduled
meeting or on vacation , and information which could be but
has not been found. A lthough we did not deliberately make
Look ing Gla ss chaotic, we sprinkled in a few annoyances for
rea l i ty’s sake.

(3) Be lively. Since each participant had to read the
35—50 memos we placed in each in—basket , we kept the memos
brief and conversational. Corporate memos are often dull.
We tried to make ours interesting and well-written to prevent
participants from dozing off.

(4) Keep it simple. Althoug h the tempta t ion to be
deviously comp lex was at times overwhelming, we resis ted
this as much as possible. The nature of the job , the com-
plexity of human interaction , and the uncertai nty assoc ia ted
w ith many of the problems made the managers ’ tasks dev i l i sh
enough . Avoidi ng overcomplexity probably contributed greatly

• to the eventual success of the simulation . Where we did
succumb to our proclivity to complicate , the problems were
so obscure that they went unnoticed.

(5) Spread information around and outside the organi-
zation . Much useful information arrives from staff special—
ists , cus tomer s ,  compet i tors , and f i e ld  represen ta t ives .  We
included a h igh  pe rcen tage  of memos and let ters  from these
“qh osts.” One “ ghos t , ” the Corporate Con t ro l l e r , had such a
volume of critical information that 20—30 percent of the
t e l ephone  ca l ls  and memos to ou ts iders  went to tha t  “ pos i t i on . ”

_ _ _  
—- - •-
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(6) Let the financial system reflect , not create
problems. We selected numbers that indicated what was
already known via memo. For those familiar with cost
accounting , the figures could be used and others requested ;
for those unfamiliar , explanations were provided. Regard-
less, the problems could be attacked either way. If , for
example, a plant had production problems, these same prob—

F lems popped up in the financial data. If production was
running smoothly, the numbers were blandly on target. In
short, there were no surprises in the numbers.

The Context

The physical elements surrounding the simulation serve
three basic purposes——ease of communication , emphasis of
status differences, and representation of reality.

The telephone system. The telephone is an integral
part of a manager ’s life and one method of collecting un-
obtrusive data on interaction patterns. Two Center staff
technicians built a 20--phone system with a central switch-
board so we could record calls , tape them automat..cally, and
permit contact with “ghosts.”

Communications system. We included routing slips and
pressure—sensitive NCR paper to enable managers to communi-
cate almost as easily as they would on the job. For example,
by stacking five sheets of NCR paper and clipping on a
routing sheet , a manager could write one memo with four
carbon copies that we would then deliver during mail pickups.

Accoutrements. We provided office locations , desk
plates , ash trays , and pen sets according to the status of
the position . The President , for example , received a blotter ,
pen set, large ash tray , expensive desk plate , and the
largest office (or work area).

The Result

What we created was as close to what we expected as any
plan usually produces. The number of participants changed
from variable to fixed—--20 for all research runs. The two
or three divisions became three. The answers from “ghosts ”
who provide additional information became formalized in an
outside information notebook .
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For our own use , we catalogued the 800 pages of simula-
tion mate r i a l s  into 3 kinds of notebooks for each division :
(1) by--Problem for analysis , (2) by-Number for easy reference,
and (3) by—Position for setup of the simulation .

________ —— — .~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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R u n n i n g  Looking Glass
t -

Or~j a nizat i o n al  Con tacts

We contacted several  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  w i t h  ~~ om we had
work ed and briefed them on what  we proposed to do. J~ c~pre-
sentatives of t h r e e — - F i r s t  Union Na tional Corporation of
Charlotte , North Carolina ; Green Giant Corporat ion of
Chaska , Minnesota ; and the State of Minnesota—-expressed
enough interest to part icipate.

We asked them to provide 20 middle- and upper-level
managers as participants in what was designed as a research ,
not a training, vehicle. In other words , we asked them to
take a gamble that  we had built something useful in a train-
ing mode. Philip Kenny of First Union and Gloria McGahey of
Green Giant later said they took the risk because the simula-
tion was ‘98 percent real ,” had unl imi ted  training uses , and
p a r t i c u l a r ly because they were sick of p iecemeal approaches
to management  development.  Both had been looking for  a
systems approach for  some t ime , and Looking Glass was the
candidate of choice .

In  exchange  fo r  pa r t i c ipan ts , we helped them develop a
nne-day d e b r i e f i n g  on the s i m u l a t i o n .  This  represented an
o p e r a t i o n a l  de f i n i t i o n  of i ts  management  development implica-
t i o n s .  Aga in , a d iv i s ion  of labor was a r ranged  wi th  respon-
s ib i li ty fo r  r u n n i n g  Lookin g Glass r e s t ing  with us , respon-
s i b i l i t y  for  the t r a i n i n g  program res t ing  wi th  them .

Parano ia

By la te  J a n u a r y , 1978 , we r ea l i zed  tha t  the basic
resea rch  and des ign  phase was over .  A l t h o u g h  the p rojec t
had run  smooth ly ,  we were scared . Now we had nowhere to
hide--o thers  were goinq to pass judgmen t  on Looking Glass .

‘ Let the jury consider their verdict , ” the ~ing said ,
for about the twentieth time that day.

‘No , no! ’ said the Queen. “Sentence first-—verdict
afterwards. ’

Lewis Carroll ,
Alice ’ s Adventures in Wonderland

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -~~~~~~~~--- - —- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —- -~ -~~--- • -~~~~ -• -~~~• - - ~~~~“
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The Pretests——Crossed Fingers

During February and March, 1978 , we ran Looking Glass
twice , first with two divisions , later wi th  all three .
Graduate students participated in the two-division version;
school administrators and four corporate personnel people
went through the full run .

Quite s imply, the simulation worked . Participants
stayed occupied and in role. It was amusing and gratifying
to hear them discuss the sale of the integrated circuits
plant over lunch. Although a few were overwhelmed , no one
qui t, and most genuinely tried to identify and solve the
organization ’s problems. The array of defensive mechanisms
we hypothesized rarely surfaced .

Our fears were allayed that they had too much to read
or that the problems might be too subtle (or simple). With
a few exceptions , the problems and roles ran as expected.

Once our anxieties calmed, we came to the following
realizations:

(1) A debriefing was critical. We had only a cursory
session after the initial runs, and the experience lacked
closure for participants.

(2) The simulation was logistically sound .

( 3) Addit ional problems should be added , par t icularly
for some of the Plant Managers who were clearly underwhelmed .

(4 )  The financial system needed further development.

• Running with Managers

In early May , we packed our materials , accoutrements ,
and the telephone system, and took them to Charlot te, North
Carolina , for  the run wi th  First  Union bank managers .  Their
level varied from Branch Manager to Corporate Controller.
The day before the run , we moved work space dividers , placed
in-baskets at their stations , and taped countless lengths of
telephone cable to the floor. Far into the night we fretted
over s imula t ion  log istics and the content of the d e b r i e f i n g
day.

Two hours  a f t e r  they began , noth ing  had happened and we
were looking fo r  an ex i t .  The s imulat ion had worked wi th

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -~~--—~~~~~~~~~~~ •-~~~~ --
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nonbusiness managers , but now that we confronted the real
thinq, hooking Glass was faltering .

Was it the  managers?  The n a t u r e  of banking? Or was
the simulation no good? Maybe it couldn ’t be done after
a l l .  Later , we were to understa nd the lesson of those
painf ul hours——Looking Glass was real . What we were observ-
ing was typical behavior for this group of bankers——ncr~-plussed, conservat ive, gathering the facts , and then acting .
One manager summed up this tendency during the debriefing .
“We bankers don ’t specialize in quick decisions . This isn ’ t
a crisis organization. We appoint committees , study the
problem , and take our time.”

Al though weeks passed before  we f u l l y  real ized it, we
also learned that Looking G lass has powerful developmental
e f f e c t s . Severa l  of the par t i c i pants  la ter  wrote let ters
detailing the value of the simulation .

Had we been savvy , we would have hypothesized this
power immediat ely following the simulation. The denial of
the experience was violent and the ratings of its value low .
Rather than musing about the reasons fo r the denial , however ,
we reacted to the managers--we sought to deny their denial.
A more productive approach might have been to remembe r that
the stren gth of a defe nse o f t e n  equals the s trength of the
conflict——in this case , over the i r e f f e c tiveness as man agers.
In lay terms , Looking Glass struck a nerve . Once managers
had an oppor tun ity to re f lec t , t he i r  f ee l i ngs chan ged ,
and some of them identified areas of management they wi shed
to improve .

Following our f irst road run , we t i nke red wi th  the
simulation, particularly with the financial system. Al-
though  it d idn ’t leak too badly , some extra  cau lk ing was
needed before we faced Green Giant managers in early June .
Here was the crucial test——the top management team in a
food processing organization asked to do in a simulation
precisely what they do for a living.

The logistics this time were exponentially more dif-
ficult. All materials and the phone system had to be
shipped via ai r , and we wondered if our t run ks would arrive
with contents intact. That they did indicated that another
of our goals had been attained——the simulation was portable.

If the First Union run was one of frantic worry , the
Green G iant run was one of frantic f renzy.  None of us had
time to worry--we estimated tha t we observed less than
10 percent of the 6—hour simulation. The switchboard buzzed

-- ~~~~~ - • • - -•~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - • - •~~~~~~~ - - - ~~~~~~~ - - - -~~~~~~~--- ~~~~~~- -  ~~~~~--~  t~~~- ~~~~~
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at a near—incessant rate as the managers conferred with each
other and demanded information from the “ghosts.” The
pressure on the “Corporate Controller” was so great (approxi-
mately 30 requests for data) that he left the building to
figure out how to respond to the clamor.

Where the bank managers had considered , the manufac-
turing managers acted . The President called a meeting of
the Vice-Presidents to get organized before Looking Glass
officially opened (participants have 45 minutes to read
their in-baskets before the switchboard is placed into
opera t ion) .

The early meeting set off a chain reaction of meetings
down the hierarchy as Green Giant attacked the simulation
content. The incredible pace the manufacturing managers set
frankly left us dazed by day ’s end.

The effects of the simulation again exceeded our expec-
tations. Once the debriefing began , the managers were as
demanding on themselves as they had been on us. When a
major operating problem was discussed , one participant
admitted disappointment with his performance and asked his
colleagues for help . What followed was an intensive exami-
nation of how decisions are made within a unit of Green
Giant , using Looking Glass as an example .

The other main effect occurred the day after the simu-
lation when one of our consultants , Nick Georgiades of the
University of London, explained the results of the organi-
zational climate survey . The managers were skeptical about
the transferability of the results to Green Giant . Georgiades
suggested that they take the survey again , responding this
time in reference to Green Giant. The resulting correlation
was .76, with all departures from the mean in the same
direction . The value of Looking Glass as a mirror and as a
looking glass was again confirmed.

The next day we ran the s imulat ion aga in .  None too
wisely ,  we had scheduled back—to-back runs , dooming our-
selves to 5 consecutive 16—hour days. Managers from the
State of Minnesota , including finance , transportation , and
education agencies , participated. Again , organizational
differences emerged. The state government managers tackled
a large number of the problems through the medium of the
memo. Interaction was low , group discussions rare .

Later , this was explained to us as the behavior they
felt was demanded in governmental work . Documentation was

I
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described as critical , even though many expressed dissatis-
faction with this modus operandi. Of the groups , they
appeared most eager to change and readily discussed alterna-
tive patterns of managerial behavior .

Conclusions

As we left Minnesota , high and exhausted described us
well: high because the simulation flew , and exhausted for
obvious reasons. Six conclusions seemed warranted :

(1) Looking Glass is robust——it is meaningful even for
non—industrial managers.

(2) Organizational differences in management approach
are reflected in behavior during the simulation .

(3) When coupled with a debriefing/training segment,
the simulation can be a powerful learning tool.

(4) Looking Glass can be used with intact or stranger
groups, although the experience takes on a different form .

(5 )  Because Looking Glass is powerful , it can be
personally upsetting. About 10 percent of the participants
needed private time with staff to work on management issues
during the 5 pretest runs. Understanding and possible
change begins with awareness , and that awareness is almost
always painful. Qualified counselors are an absolute must
any time the simulation is run .

(6) The simulation generates “real” managerial be—
havior in an organizational context . The behavior of
managers in Looking Glass is , on the whole , represen tative
of their behavior back on the job.
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A l ter  the Delu9e

Another of our unspoken biases is that if a simula tion
is not firmly anchored in the real world , then it cannot
produce valid data. This means that Looking Glass , in all
honesty , was a long shot from the beginning . We knew ,
whether or not we cared to discuss it, that  it might  have to
be pitched in the waste basket. Although we believed it
would replicate reality, congruence between belief and fact
is not always achieved . That it did succeed caused us to
feel like children for a time-—we dug for clams and we got
one.

St i l l , that it replicates reality is only a beginning.
What reality will tell us about managers and their organi-
zations is another matter. The clams may be difficult to
find once we subject Looking Glass to more rigorous exami-
nation . What follows is a summary of our learnin-g to date.

Simulation: A Lim ited Experience

The strengths of a realistic simulation outlined else-
where are counterbalanced by inherent weaknesses. Some
roles are more demanding than others ; regardless of the
in t roductory  b r i e f i n g,  some par t i c ipan ts  br ing  assumed
cons t ra in ts  wi th  them ; and some groups , pa r t i cu la r ly
strangers , start  slowly ,  s ta lk ing  each other for  hours .

Because Looking Glass is close to reality, it is as
unpredictable, chaotic , and hard to measure as a real organi-
zation . The following quotation captures our feelinqs . from
observing participants during Lookinq G lass and wondering
how scientists can ever capture the complexity of human
experience:

“Their lives were too human for science , too beautiful
for numbers , too sad for  diagnosis , and too immortal
for bound journals. Human beings need science , but
science never does human beings justice.”

(Vaillant , 1977, p. 11) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - ~~~~~~~- - -
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S imulat ion asaManaqement~~~~ stern

In develop ing a simulated organization , we created
three organizations of our own : Looking Glass , the research
team , and our team of trainers and consultants. Each took
on both a separate and a related existence . Because our
energies were devoted to crea ting Looking Glass , we relied
on others to see beyond its boundaries into other vital
areas , such as training, marketing, and its legal restric-
tions.

Two years af ter our init ial meetin g, we had constructed
an elaborate sys tem: one concerned w ith training, organiza-
tional contacts , even the printing of our materials. Suddenly ,
we realized something——we were acting just like managers.
The simulation had come f ull circle.

Research: A Personal Experience

As admitted elsewhere , our choices were not always
programmatic. Often we worked as most managers do--intui-
t ive ly .  We m issed deadlines , did more than one task back-
wards , and reacted strangely under stress. We refer red  to
ourselves as available souls at the beginning of the develop-
ment , available bodies toward the end . We succumbed to
i n t i m a t ions of immortality , at one time almost dumping the
title Looking Glass and substituting some combination of our
names. McLode , Gadami , and McLomde Glass all received
consideration.

In  exp l a n a t i o n , we can onl y o f f e r  a not p a r t i c u l a r l y
p r o f o u n d  t h o u g h t :  Research is not onl y a s c i e n t i f i c  ex-
perience ; it is also a personal one.

“It ’s no use talking about it ,” Alice said , looking up at
the house and pretending it was arguing with her. “ I’m

again yet. I know I should have to get
through the ~~~~lass again—-back into the old
room—-and there ’d be an ei r’~~~.~J..J,~~~~ adventures. ”

Lewis Carroll ,
Through the Looking Glass
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Research Impl ica t ions

What worries me is that some of the least important realities
about leaders are being accorded some of the largest amounts of
attention. I think we need to spend more time watching leaders
•‘on line,” whether that line is simulated or real. We have to put
ourselves in a better position to watch leaders make do, let it
pass, improvise , make inferences , scramble , and all the other
things that leaders do during their days between more visible
moments of glory.

(Weick , 1978, p. 60)

Looking Glass was developed as a “simulated line” to
aid researchers in formulating interesting questions about
leadership in organizations. We have elaborated elsewhere
on some of the gaps we see in existing leadership research
(McCall , 1977 , pp. 375—386; McCall & Lombardo , 1978 ,
pp. 3—12 , 151—165 ; Lombardo , Note 1) ,  and Looking Glass
attempts to f i l l  some of those gaps by :

( 1) providing a face valid, holistic context for
observing leadership,

(2 )  systematically vary ing the environmental inputs
to leaders ,

( 3 ) using as stimuli actual problems faced by managers
in organ iza t iona l  set t ings, and

(4) allowing participants to respond to stimuli in an
unprogrammed way .

This section describes some of the research uses we see
for Looking Glass. These include questions that were built
in during the design of the simulation , some basic areas of
leadership and organizational behavior that are observable
in the s imula t ion, and possible manipulations during simu-
lation runs. In addition , this section reviews several
measurement strategies appropriate for Looking Glass and
reports some preliminary data collected during pretest runs.

Like other research methods , s imulat ion is not the
answer for  al l  research issues.  I t s  pros and cons have been
explored at length (see , for example , Fromkin & S t r e u f e r t ,
1976 , chap. 10; Schu l t z  & Su l l i van , 1972 , chap.  1; Weick ,
1965 , chap. 5; Ze ld i t ch  & Hopkins , 1961 , pp. 464—478), and
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it is not our intention to renew the debate h -re. We feel
that simulations , pa r t icu l a r ly free simulations (Fromkin &
S t r e u f e r t, 1976 , chap . 10), have received less at t~-ntion
than they deserve . We agree with Weick that many of the
liabilities of laboratory methods can be viewed as con-
ceptual assets:

Research participants are apprehensive ~bou u~ring :vaiuuted ,

but so are ambitious employees; laboratory tasks require
limited skills and the “rest” of what the person brings to
the laboratory is ignored , but the same holds true when you
have a division of labor and partial inclusion ; relationships
between the experimenter and the respondent involve asymmet-
rical power , but the same holds true for superiors and
subordinates; participants seldom know why they are doing the
things they do in laboratories, but employees often operate
under similar conditions of ignorance and faith ; participants
in laboratory groups seldom know one another intimately , but
the same is true in organizations where personnel transfers
are common , where temporary problem solving units are the
rule , and where impression management is abundant; people
participate in experiments for a variety of reasons , but the
decision to participate in an organization is similarly over-
determined; and finally, people are suspicious of what happens
to them in laboratories , but so are employees suspicious as
they become alerted to the reality of hidden agendas and
int~ rna1 politics.

(Weick , Note 2)

The f avorab le  bias  we have toward s imula t ions  is
obvious from our two—year investment in the development of
Looking Glass. We do not , however , view this or any other
simulation as a substitute for carefully-designed field
research.  Ra the r , Looking Glass should be viewed as a
complementary method , p a r t i c u l a r l y  u s e f u l  fo r  i d e n t i f y i n g
and generating data about relatively unexplored areas of
leadership b e h a v i o r .  The po t en t i a l  of such s imula t ions  has
been demonstrated by studies of information processing
(Schroder , D r i v e r , & Streufert , 1 9 6 7 ) ,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  re la t ions
( Guetzkow , 1971) , police communications and stress (Drabek ,
1969), and military decision making (Olmstead , Cleary , Lackey ,
& Sal ter , 1973)
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Built—In Research Issues

Looking Glass was designed to generate data on leader-
ship processes in an organizational context. It was designed
so that the impacts of environmental ef fects , hierarchical
level, problem variety , and structural differences could be
studied either within or across runs.

Environment Effects

While many leadership models involve situational con-
tingencies , “situation” is usually defined by a handful of
variables embedded within or immediately adjacent to the
leader ’s work group (e.g., leader position power , group task
structure , etc.). Other work , however , has shown that the
nature of an organization’s external environment (e.g., its
stability or complexity) affects a variety of structural
factors and internal processes (see Steers , 1977 , for a
review of such studies). It has been suggested (Lorsch &
Morse , 1974) that the nature of the environment determines
the style of leadership that will be most effective.
Unfortunately, little evidence is available on this issue ,
and even less is known about which or how environmental
factors might directly influence a leader ’s behavior . It ’ s
not even clear that the objective characteristics of the
environment are as important as leader perceptions of the
outside world .

To examine relationships between environmental uncer-
tainty and leader behavior , each of Looking Glass ’s three
divisions was designed to face a different environment.
Conceptually , the environment of the Advanced Products
Division is the most uncertain , while that of Commercial
Glass is most certain. Industrial Glass falls between the
two .

The major elements used to create environmental differ-
ences were discussed in some detail in Section I of this
manual (see pp. 13-16). They included the nature and diver-
sity of customers and competitors, the sophistication and
l ikelihood of change in technologies , the p red ic tab i l i ty  of
future market s, financial stability , etc. A few of these
elements are summarized in Figure Il-i.

p 
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Figure 11—1

Examples of Environmental Differences Among Divisions

Advanced Products Industrial Glass Commercial Glass

Customers high percentage customers respond a few large cus—
military , many to consnmer taste , tasters of long

- independents and mili tary contracts standing
smaller customers

Technology fast-charging, schizophrenic: relatively stable,
highly sophisti— part stable , part straightforward
cated exotic

Markets feast and famine , both stable and primarily slow,
largely unpredict- volatile steady growth-—
able quite predictable

Competition many competitors, mixed few competitors,
often vicious and relationships
fast—charg ing well established
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uncertain ! certain!
complex complex

Looking Glass Divisions and Their Relative Environments

Looking Glass can be used to examine hypotheses regard-
ing the leadership impacts of organizational environments ,
the processes by which objective environments become per-
ceived by leaders, and the strategies developed by them to
cope with environmental stimuli.

Level Ef f e c t s

Some research indicates that level of management has
direct effects on leader behavior (e.g., Nealy & Fiedler ,
1968). Looking Glass contains a fixed hierarchy containing
four top management levels. Each run of the simulation gen—
erates data on one President , three Vice—Presidents , nine
Directors , and seven Plant Managers. The lowest simulated
position , Plant Manager , is an executive slot carrying with
it responsibility for a multimillion dollar manufacturing
plant. The formal authority of each position is loosely
described in the job description (see Appendix B) and
represents a deliberate effort on our part to keep actual
authority somewhat fuzzy . Each manager has responsibility
for all legal, financial , personnel , etc., decisions in his
or her part of the organization . For example, the Director
of Product Development is responsible for all those activi-
ties in Product Development , a Plant Manager for all of them
in a particular plant, etc . The bias , therefore , is toward
a decentralized management structure with three profit
centers. In pretest runs , we observed that delegation of
authority flows naturally from practices in the partici-
pants ’ back-home organizations. Where customary practice is
for many decisions to be made at the top , that practice
tends to be reflected in Looking Glass.

Our preliminary observations also indicate that authority
and division environments interact; it is possible to watch
changes in management sty le over a simulation run . For

$ 
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example, APD’s turbulent environment produces more decentral-
ized manaqement and more participatory decision making , even )
when the back-home organization is quite bureaucratic. This
contrasts sharply with CGD (the stable division) which tends
to become more centra lized and less participatory . The
behavioral ef fec ts of hierarchical level seem to depend on
the n a t u r e  of the environment conf ron ted . )

The f uzz i ness of author i ty  in Looking Glass permits the
participants to define for themselves the limits of personal
action . From a research point of view , this  process can be
observed as it p lays  out over the course of the simulation.
Thus , hypotheses about the relationships among hierarchy ,
envi ronmen t, technology , and power d i s t r ibu t ions  can be
generated . The impact of formal authority can be manipu-
lated ra ther easily by modify ing job descriptions to crea te
more or less authority at differing levels of the hierarchy .
Our hypothesis is that the back-home stance toward authority
and the nature of the problems faced in a particular Looking
Glass position are far more important determiners of actual
authority than are written regulations.

Struct ural Ef fects

Looking Glass was designed to simulate a typical hier-
archical organization . Within that framework , the “fit”
betwee n environment and structure can be examined .

The current str ucture of Looking G lass is divisional ,
with each division containing a cluster of products produced
by similar technologies and facing similar environmental
uncertdin ties. Each division contains the primary functions
(sales/ ma rke t ing, manufacturing, product development) to
operate independently of the others. Even though the tech-
nologies and environments of the divisions differ drarnati—
cally ,  each division is designed identically. Positions ,
hierarchical levels , and responsibilities--in short , the
basic organization structure——are constant across divisions.
This creates 3 classic case of misfit between structure and
environment. Numerous researchers (unfortunately using
different operational definitions of structure and environ-
ment) have Found a general trend for the structure of effec-
tive organizations to “fi t” the environment in which they
function (e.g., Law rence & Lorsch , 1967). Bureaucratic
structures , for example, should be more e f f e c tive in stable
environments. Lookinq Glass permits researchers to look

• closely at the processes involved as the three divisions
confront the problems generated from their environments .
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Unless  s t r u c t u r a l  changes  are made by p a r t i c ipan t s , the best
fitt ing division should consistently out—perform the others.
Since environments va ry on the certainty/unce rtainty d i r n e n —

sion , division effectiveness without structural changes
should be l inear  across divis ions (CGD most e f f e c t i ve , APD
least)

Further examination of f it questions and evolution
toward congruence can be examined by changing the structure
of Looking Glass across runs. We designed the simulation so
that its basic materials could be transformed easily to ~
functional (as opposed to the current divisional) structure .
Using the same problems , products , technologies , etc . ,
Looking Glass can be designed in a very d i f f e r e n t  way . One
such functional design is presented in Figure 11-2. Exist-
ing memos would have to be redirected against the new struc-
ture , but the effort could produce significant data across
runs that alternate functional and divisional structures.
Other structures , such as mat rix des igns, could also be
introduced .

Few researchers use the same operational definitions
to describe organizational environments (see , for example,
Duncan , 1972; Lawrence & Lorsch , 1967; Pugh , Hickson ,
Ijinings , & Turner , 1969; Terreberry , 1968; Thompson , 1967).
Given this  ambigui ty , we chose to design the environmental
variation of Looking Glass on the basis of field interviews ,
expert descriptions of the glass industry , and business
publications. We f eel , therefore , that the environments
r e f l ect reality , even if they do not r e f l ect prec isely a
particular theoretical framework . A major difference
between Looking Glass and theoretical formulations is that
the environment of Looking Glass cannot be characterized as
a single entity . There are three environments , a d i f ferent
one for each divis ion . Our experience is that middle- to
large—sized organizations do in fact face multiple environ-
ments , and we have clustered product lines to create differ-
ing levels of env ironment al uncertainty in each o f the three
div is ions.

We did not find , even in organizations with relatively
stable environments , anythinq we could term as a “ simple ”
environment. Middle— to large-sized organizations face
complex environmental forces , so we had no choice but to
make all three divisions complex.

As an anchor to exis ting research , the three div i s i o n
environments can be ~i rrayed along a continuum ranging from
uncertain/complex to certain/complex (see also p. 43).

_ _ _ _  -- -~~~~~~~~~~
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These manipulations represent to us a tremendous advan-
tage of the simulation . Crucial experiments around the fit
hypothesis  can be conducted precisely because the environ-
men tal elements are control led while  stru ctu ral  elements are
man ipulated . (In real organizations such control and manipu-
lation is impossible.) Further , the ac tual behavioral
e f f e cts of d if f e r e n t  struc tures and f i ts can be observed .
This is true both within and across runs.

Looking Glass was designed with a divisional structure
to permit a within-runs examination of fit effects. During
the designing we noticed that the concept “organizational
environment” was fuzzy. It also changed in meaning if we
structured our simulation differently .

It was f u z z y  in the sense that  existing research on
environments (particularly the operat ional measures used)
were both contradictory and difficult to apply. We accepted
the abstract notion that environments di f fered (wh ether on
s t ab i l i ty, complexity , host i l i ty, predictabil i t y ,  e t c . ) ,  but
when it came to actually designing “ real” environments we
found specifics sorely lacking. We now wonder how niany
other organizational concepts , so compelling on the surface ,
also suffer from this vagueness.

The conc ept changed in meaning in the sense that the
“env ironment” of our company became three different entities
when we set up a three—division structure . As we toyed with
f unctional designs , the concept of a “ sin g le ” environment
made more sense but simultaneously camouflaged the important
differences among elements within the environment. As a
resul t  of our experience, we now hope that organi za tional
theorists someday will confront more directly the complex
realities of organization environments. Environments are
not singular , abstract entities——they are composed of many
complex and contradictory elements. To make matters worse ,
our careful examination of organizational charts revealed
that the structure of real organizations is never pure . We
couldn ’t find any pure functional , divisional , or matrix
or gan iza tions. Further , the ways organizations evolved
their structures were as much political and built around
in d i v id uals  as they were “r a t i o n a l .” Finally, organizations
were constantly changing their structures——so much so that
or ganiz at ional char ts were out of date befo re they were
p r i n t e d .

The implications of these informal observations for
theories of structure/environment fit certainly merit
further research. II they are accurate , they mean that we
have only scra tched the surface in understanding what the

p
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macro side of organ i za t i ons  is all about .  We hope that
Looking Glass will be one of many tools useful in this
pursuit.

Position E f f e c t s

Because Looking Glass contains a variety of management
functions that are identical across divisions , it can be
useful for examining the impact of position on leader
behavior. There are one President, three Vice—Presidents ,
three Directors of Sales/Marketing , three Directors of Manu—
facturing, three Directors of Product Development , and seven
Plant Managers. The fact that environments and technologies
differ across divisions permits tests of the main effect of
position on power and influence development. Preliminary
evidence across runs indicates , for example , that the
Director of Product Development in APD (the unstable division)
is generally seen by his or her peers as more powerf ul than
the same Director in CGD (the stable division). This is
consonant with strategic contingencies predictions (Hickson ,
Hinings , Lee , Schneck , & Pennings , 1971) which suggest that
the problems handled , rather than position per se or person-
ality, determines who has power .

Interestingly, the positions Director of Product Develop-
ment and Plant Manager seem most likely to show power differ-
ences across divisions (see pp. 77-84). Overall, position,
regardless of the incumbent or the division, seems to dictate
who gets power.

The Massive In te rac t ion

A perennial nagging question in the social sciences is
whether the person or the situation is the primary causal
agent in behavior . For behavior in organizations , Looking
G lass may eventually shed some light on that issue. Each
run  of the s imula t ion  involves 20 ind iv iduals, 6 substan-
tively d i f f e r e n t  posit ions, 4 different hierarchical levels ,
and 3 different environments. By systematically collecting
data on individual characteristics (such as cognitive cam-
plexity or leadership sty le) and on various performance
measures , it will be possible eventually to look at percent-
ages of performance variance contributed by individuals and
by aspects of their situations. En spite of the limitations
on simulations and the complexity of these data , Looking
Glass is a unique vehicle for exp loring this critical issue .

_ _ _  _ _ _ _  ----- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~-~~~~~~~-
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ç~~~~ n iza t i o n al  Phenomena Observable in L ooking Glass

In many respects, studying Looking Glass presents t h e
same challenges as studying any real organization . Lookinc
G lass is simpler , there are fewer members , anu many more
variables are controlled than is the case in real orq~ niza-
tions——but it is still complex. It is a purist ’s nightmare
in that virtually every variable--just as in a real uruani-
zation——is confounded . Worse yet , the artifacts of a simu-
lation cannot be identified precisely , much less separ ated
from the “real ” effects. These confounds (most of which are
discussed in this manual) are both a weakness and an advan-
tage. The weakness  is that  d e f i n itive statemen ts regarding
the impact of any one variable can never be made on the
basis of data  generated by Looking Glass. This is why we
have emphasized its role as stimulus fo r ask i n g questions ,
generating hypotheses , arid collecting data that can be
verified using other methods. The advantage , however , is
that moderate control permits the observation of leadership
as it plays out in a complex and realistic context. This
means that most of the processes of interest to organiza-
tional researchers can be observed as they occur. Because
the simulation lasts for six hours , observat ions of process
are not simple snapshots——they unfold over time . Several
such processes were of interest to us as we designed Looking
Glass , and more possibilities are unear thed each time we r an
the simulation. There are so many , in fac t , that only a few
will be presented here , and they only briefly.

Coup l ing

Weick ( 1976) and others have discussed the notion that
open systems theory needs r e f i n e m e n t .  They a rgue  t h a t  the
interrelatedness of open system components ( coupling ) is not
a g iven , but is itself a variable. Organizations can vary
from tightly coupled to loosely coupled . Because of the
environmental and structural control in Looking Glass , it is
possible to observe the process of coupling. The divisions ,
for example , may remain autonomous or become highly inter-
dependent. The same is true of departments within divisions.
By classifying the outcomes of each r un , it should be possible
to explore (1) what factors influence tight vs. loose coupl-
ing and (2) the  impact of tight vs.  loose coup l i n~ on perfor-
mance .
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Cognit ive Mapping

How do managers , embedded in a complex environment and
doing a job that is fast-paced and fragmented , figure out
what the relevant cause and effect relationships are?
Research on cognitive complexity and human information pro-
cessing, fo r example , suggests that individuals vary consid-
erably in their abili ty to discriminate among and i~~tcqrate
pieces of information . This no doubt is one element contri-
b u t i n g  to a manager ’s operational map of cause and effec t
relationships. Because the information inputs to Looking
Gla ss are controlled, it should be possible to capt ure the
cogn i t ive  maps individuals develop , how they vary , and the
impact of the var i a t ion .

I n f o rmat ion Processing and Decision Maki ng

Whether  or not implicit cogn i t ive maps ar e made expl ici t,
Looking Glass is a f e r tile vehic le  fo r  explor ing dec ision
m a k i n g  under  uncertaint y .  As was expla ined in the f i rst
part  of t h i s  man ual , inputs to the participants were designed
to cover an ar r ay of d i f f e r e n t  types of issues ( fr o m nui sances
to tact ica l  and s t r a t egic problems) and to vary in their
complex ity , importance , and urgency. While a great deal of
rese arch has productively tackled individual decision
making on relatively discrete problems (e.g., Slovic , 1972) ,
Looking G lass confronts managers with a variety of problem
types and presents them in the con text  of mana gement work .
That  is , it perm i ts  research on how decisions get made in
the chaotic , often confusing , and certainly comp lex world of
the manager in an organization . On an individual and group
level , it is possible to observe (1) how problems get recog-
nized or ignored , (2) the process of problem definition ,
(3) the search for and inteiration of information , ( 4 )  how
solutions are ~enera ted and examined , ( 5 )  what  ac tion is
taken or not taken , and ( 6) in some cases , the impact  of the
~l~~’ision. More important , perhaps , it is also possible to
wa tch solutions search for problems (Cohen & ~1arch , 197 4 )  , to
e:-~amine the juggling of multiple problems an d priorities ,
and to obs erve the ef fec ts of people , poli tics , interruptions,
and other factors on the process of decision makin~~.

Power and I n f l uence

Looking Glass , like most organizations, quickly develops
power and influence patterns. Many issues involving these
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concepts remai n un resolved (see McCall , in press), and the
simulation provides a relatively unique setting to examine
some of them. Par ticipants can , with some consen3us , iden-
tify who had the most influence in Looking Glass. Prelimi-
nary data indicate that , in general, power is connected with
level in the hierarchy . There are several exceptions to
this, and among peers there is considerable variation in
power rankings. Hopefully, Looking Glass will eventually
shed some n-tw light on how power gets where it ends up, the
impacts it has , ~ind which of the many views of the concept
most parsimoniously explains the process.

Organizational Climate

A major theme in organizational research in recen t
years ha s been the issue of climate (e. g . , see Payne &
Pugh , l976)——that elusive “something ” that reflects a tone,
a meaning unique to an organization . Data from surveys
indicate tha t climate is a correlate of a number of outcome
variables , but l i ttle is known about how a climate forms.
In the preliminary runs of Looking G lass , we have collected
data on a subset of items from the Survey of Organizations
(Taylor & Bowers , 197 2 ) .  These data indicate to us tha t the
simulated organ ization does in fact  form a climate by the
end of a run , that participants can describe that cl imate on
standard quest ionnaires, and that there is sufficient varia-
tion across runs and within divisions to permit meaningful
analysis . We feel tha t Looking Glass has potent ia l  for
shedding li ght on how technological and environmental
factors , various leadership actions , organizational perfor-
mance , and interdependence af f e c t  climate forma tion .

Managers’ Use of Structure

It was clear from the in terviews we conducted to design
Looking Glass that managers constantly make struct ural
changes in their organizations. These can be as simple as
altering a reporting line or as complex as a major depart-
mental reorganization. In spite of the prevalence of
structural changes , they have seldom received any att en t ion
in the leadership research.

Looking Glass presents managers with numerous opportu-
ni ties to alter the structure of the organization . These
include issues involving the role of product developmen t ,
potential plant mergers , and r edes ign ing s t ruc ture through
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acquisition or divestiture. By watching how managers react
to such problems and initiate their own structural inter-
ventions , it may be possible to under s t and  the place of
organizational design in leadership behavior .

These six areas——coup ling, mapping , decision making ,
power , climate , and use of structure——by no means exhaust
specific areas of interest to us or potential research
questions within the simulation . Many other processes—-
such as how feedback systems and communication networks
form——could be elaborated .

_ _
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Measurement Strate9les

Clearly, the how an d what of measurement should be
determined by the theories or hypotheses of interest. The
wide range of questions that Looking Glass can address pre-
cludes a detailed prescr iption here. There are , howeve r ,
many strategies for measuring behavior and outcomes that can
be used in Looking G lass. We explored 11 strategies and
found them viable.

Observers

We have used up to nine  observers in a given ru n of the
simulation . Depending on the primary research questions
involved, observers can be used to collect cont inuous ,
structured observations or time-sampled data , or can be used
anthropologically.

If the behavior to be observed is spec i f i c  and de f ined
a priori , structured observation is clearl y appropr ia te .  We
recommend two to three observers assigned to each division
(observers should be fami l iar with both the division
mater ia ls  and the dimensions they are to observe). They may
be assigned to specific roles or to sample all of the roles
on a scheduled basis. Another variation is to assign one
observer to attend all meetings while other observers time
sample behavior .

Because the behavior of participants is not controlled,
observers cannot predict what issues will be tackled , when
( i f  at a l l )  meet ings wi l l  be held , etc. I nev itably , a lot
of useful data will be lost. If the major research aim is
to fo l low spec if i c  problems through  the simu lation , time
sampling is risky. It might be better to ass ign observers
to the role where the problem first appears , with the man-
date to follow the prob lem wher ever it goes.

Re f i n ing concepts is o f t e n  a tou gh proposition in
org an i z a t i onal research , and Looking Glass is a good fo rum
for initiating the proces s. If moving from common sense or
intuition to specific definitions is the research goal , we
recommend using anthropologists as observers .  Take , for
example , the ob jec t ive  of r e f i n i ng the concept “pol i t i cs .”
An observer might be told to walk around and wri te down
every incident that might be cons trued as political (using
no specific defini tion). After a run of the simulation ,
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the ;e notes ire reviewed by the research t ~uu and ~;ume

qeneral parameters a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d. D u r i n g  t he n~ - x t  r u n ,
the o bser v er  ag a i n  looks fc r p o l i t i c a l  heh~~v i o r , b u t  t 515

t ime  c er t a i n  even t s  have teen  e l i m i n a t e d , o the rs  t a rge ted .
The results are reviewed again , further honing is done , etc.
The process is repeated until a viable and observable con—
cep~ is produced .

Sd f-Report

Standard self—report measures are quite appropriate for
use with Looking Glass. We have had no trouble collecting
questionnaire or interview data following simulation runs.
Whe n using stand ard ques tionnaires , check tha t they onl y
cover areas included in the simulation. Not all partici-
pants have “ live” subordinates. For examp le , in one ru n
onl y seven participants could answer questions about subordi-
nate behavior.

We stronilv re(-onijT-end use of stimulated recall tech-
niques. Lookin -i glass is complex and participants are
involved in many th in -p- over the course of six hours. The
accuracy of their ~elf-repcrts will be enhanced if the
appropriate stim ~~1 i~ (for example , a specif ic memo or a
videotape clip ) is used in conjunction with a specific
question. S Imu ll ’ - -1 r~~- -al l is , in our opinion , far superior
to interrj : t i i  1r i c 1s~~n~~s a i r i n g  the run so they can
record t h .~~ r : ’ 1 i n ~~~ Cr re act ions. The strength of Looking
Glass is i s  ie~ - - r - ttio n of i coniulex , ongoing management
en- :ironm ‘r~~ . Staf~ in~ -i r up ti ons create an artificial
f l a v o r  t~~ c cai - i . s t ru . the e x p e r i e n c e .

Peer Ratings

Participants a r -  usually able to describe or rate each
other ’s behav ior on a variety ot dimensions (particularly on
interpersonal dimensions) . These assessments can be quite
accu ra t e  ( e . g . ,  Ho l l ande r , 1957)  and e f f i c i e n t ly  col lected .
By study ing the problems in a division and examining the
organization cha rt , it is possible to predic t with some
accuracy who will interact most with whom . Since the simula-
t ion does not for ce interaction , however , researchers should
be careful not to require ratings by peers who have not
observed the target person ’ s behav ior. 
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Assessment Center Methods

Looking Glass is not intended for use as an assessment
center to make selection or promotion decisions . For re-
search purposes , however , assessment center measurement
s t ra tegies  can be usef ul. For examp le , each participant
works through an in—basket. Written responses could be
scored in a standardized way (there will be some psycho-
metric problems since the content of each in—basket is
d i f f e r e n t ) .

Another example would be use of observers to “case con-
fe rence ” individual or divisional performance. Especially

$ since specific problems are hard to follow as they flow
through a division, pooling observations could be a u s e f u l
device for evaluating decision processes.

For additional ideas , the reader is referred to over-
view articles on assessment center methods by MacKinnon
(Note 3) and Howard (1974).

Norms

We are developing norms for certain performance dimen—
sions of the simulation . These include numbers and types of
decisions made , some outcome measures , and some process
variables. Current plans call for completion of initial
norming by August , 1979. Users are advised to contact us
for current information .

In addition, we are investigating building a computer
model for the impact of financial decisions made in Looking
Glass. Again , users should contact us for further informa-
tion .

I

Unobtr usive Measures

Part ic ipants leave traces of their activities that
represent unobtrusive measures. These include memos they
send , phone cal ls  they make , and the information they
request from non-live roles or outsiders. We typically
collect all materials after each run , later classif ying the
written documents in a variety of ways. Further , all calls
go through a switchboard and are logged to create a partial
but unobtrusive record of interaction patterns.

p
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We have also learned that recording information requests
is a valuable data source. Participants can place calls to
outsiders or to insiders who are not “live .” Staff members
deal with these requests (we are developing a manual of
standard responses) , and are in a position to note the
topic. These notes , in turn, are some ind ication of the
problems receiving a lot of attention during the simulation .

Looking Glass also contains some built-in measures.
For example , several participants are due performance apprais-
als , a number of awards are distributed, and some vacancies
are filled . How these are handled yields information about
informal evaluation processes within the company.

Pretest Measures

A variety of individual differences measures can be
collected prior to the simulation , subject  onl y to the
patience of the participants . Needless to say , such measures
should correspond to the specific research questions being
asked . For example , if the research is to explore relation-
ships between cognitive style and managerial behavior , one
or several cognitive measures might be administered before-
hand .

We recommend , at a minimum , collecting basic background
data such as current position , level , and time with the

— company so that sample characteristics can be described (we
are currently developing such a form). We urge users not to
deluge participants with an extensive battery of tests prior
to the simulation because they may create apprehension , thus
altering participant behavior , and because they can create
a decidedly non-managerial set for the participants. Collect-
ing pretest data will have less impact if done several weeks
in advance of the simulation run .

Other outside measures may be readily available and not
require participant time . Performance appraisals , promotion
histories , and the like may be useful. Other data might be
gathered through peer or subordinate surveys (see Morrison ,
McCall , & DeVries , Note 4 , for a review of such surveys) .

The Debrief as Data Generator

Qui te  by accident , we discovered that debriefing partici-
pants as divisional groups generates fascinating data . In 
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exchange for their participation in Looking Glass , we
provided a one-day debriefing for the managers. Part of
this , the divisional debrief , gathers all members of a
division to discuss the decisions they made during the
simulation . Each manager describes the major problems he
or she dealt with. In this group setting it is possible to
record participant perceptions and divisional priorities , as
well as to reconstruct the decision process from recognition
through disposition . Some groups focus entirely on opera-
tional problems , while others list interpersonal or process
issues. Some groups are very tactical, others strategic.
With sufficient structure, “group interview” techniques can
generate a lot of data on how things were done.

Mechanical Records

Well-funded users may want to use video— or audiotaping
as a data collection tool. While mechanical recording
yields a complete record , we feel that the amount of behav-
ior generated by 20 people over a 6-hour period is too mind-
boggling to be useful analytically. We currently record all
phone conversations. We are also considering recording
meetings (with discretion in the hands of the observer) .
But we do not intend to wire participants or otherwise
continuously record——the clerical work required to use such
data would far outweigh its usefulness.

We also tried to use portable video cameras to record
only significant events. We found first that we never knew
when significant events might occur (and , by Murphy ’s laws ,
the cameraman was never there when they did) , and second ,
that the appearance of a camera significantly affected the
participants . Only certain scheduled meetings , such as the
Plant Manager ’s briefings and the President’ s Address , readily
lend themselves to videotaping .

We think that mechanical devices can be used on a
limited basis to collect useful data , but feel their primary
role should be training instead of research.

Expert Judgment

One strategy for measuring individual, divisional ,
and/or organizational performance is to use expert judgment.
Primary simulation problems have been identified , and we are
creating a panel of executives to rate alternative solutions 
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to those problems . Participant performance could then be
assessed against these outside judgments.

A Playground for Developing and Testing Measurement Systems

Looking Glass is a simplified organization , and most -~~~

variables of interest to organizational researchers are
either built-in or occur naturally . It is a near perfect
setting for developing and comparing measurement strategies ,
and it doesn ’t use up field settings for initial development
of instrumentation . 
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Interventions

To this point we have discussed built-in manipulations ,
research features of the design , some research areas particu-
larly suited for study, and some measurement strateg ies.
Quasi—experimental research designs can be int roduced through
a variety of interventions , six of which w ill be out lined
here: sample manipulations , introduction of crises , creating
an outside board of directors, leadership success ion , pre-
setting managerial strategy , and t r a i n i n g  intervention.

Sample Manipulations

By systematically vary ing across runs the samples used ,
an almost limitless number of comparisons can be made. For
instance, what do inexperienced managers do that experienced
managers don ’t? To explore that question , the researcher
might run Looking Glass several times, al ter nat ing groups of
experienced and inexperienced managers.

What differentiates intact work teams from stranger
groups? Which are more efficient , creat ive , effec tive?
Why? What happens when a new management team is formed?
Our pretest runs consisted of both intact work teams and
stranger groups , as well as some in between . Observation of
these different groups suggested that intact work groups may
“get down to business ” faster and virtually ignore inter-
personal issues. Stranger groups may spend more time floun-
dering in priorities, be more democratic (at least at first),
and be more focused on interpersonal relationships.

Other sample manipulations could include high—potential
vs. average managers (what do they do differently, other
than succeed?) , role reversals , vary ing proport ions of males
and females , etc . What effect does a manager ’s background
have? Why not use samples or subsamples from different com-
panies , divisions , functions , levels , or whatever?

Sample manipulations in the simulation can provide re-
searchers with a close look at the behavioral differences
between groups. The initial stimuli are identical , a condi-
tion almost impossible to replicate in the field.

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~• 
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Crises

No major crises (except those generated by the partici-
pants themselves) are designed into Looking Glass. But a
researcher may be interested in the effects of a crisis
on organizational processes——a condition hard to create
experimentally in an ongoing organization. Looking Glass
can be subjected to such an intervention and is long enough
to establish a pre—intervention base rate. In one pretest
run , we experimented with crisis by creating a phone call to
the President from a newspaper reporter about a possible
materials shortaqe in one plant (there was such a threat in
one P lan t  Man ager ’s in-basket , but it had been ignored) .
The organization immediately mobilized around that “problem ,”
even though i t  was ob jec t ive ly a minor issue. Miscellaneous
information was forced together by various managers to
create a coherent picture , and many myths were founded on
the spot. The intriguing organizational reaction to the
intervention suggests that Looking Glass is a fertile resource
for generating hypotheses about the formation and resolution
of cr ises, as well  as about the impact of crises on mana gerial
behavior.

The Board of Directors

What  e f f e c t s  does a board of direc tors have on the top
management of a corpor ation ? Board decisions coul d be
programmed into Looking G lass , or bet ter  yet , a “real” board
created . Very few research efforts have examined the behav-
ioral impact of directors , and Looking Glass might qenerate
some viable hypotheses as a starting point . Di f fe rent board
orientations (e.g., financial , ethica l , soc ial) or stances
(e.g., profits , sales , or growth) or composit ion (e.g. , fa-
miliar with the business vs. unfamiliar) may have dramatic
effects on leadership in the orga n i z a t i o n .

Leadersh ip  Succession

A search of the research li tera ture on leadership
succession revealed that relatively few studies on the topic
exist. In fact , little hard data on the magnitude of succes-
sion e f f ects could be found. Yet , our work with major
cor porat ions indicates that managers change jobs frequently.
One large corporation ’ s records show , fo r example , tha t  in
one year ’s time 25 percent of the managerial jobs turn over.
In another organization , it was 40 percent. Managers are
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promoted , transferred , or demoted ; they res ign , request new
assignments , retire , or die. And even , on occasion , they
are fired .

What impact does this movement have on organ i z at ions
and on the managers? Is succession worth more research
attention than it has received? While  Look ing Gl ass does
not last long enough to simulate the longitudi nal e f f ects of
success ion , it can be used to explore short-term implica—
tions. Specifically, Looking G lass can be manipulated to
create (1) changes among subordinates , ( 2 )  the appearance of
a new boss , ( 3 ) turnover in critical pos it ions , (4) reactions
to vacancies in o f f i c e , and (5) reactions to threats of re-
organization or layoffs.

The relative autonomy of the three divisions in Looking
Glass nieans that up to three Plant Managers could turn
over wi thout  stretching credibi l i ty. By repla cing these
Plant  Managers sometime dur ing a simulation run , the re-
searcher could observe such th ings as how the Director of
M a n u f a c t u r i n g  introduces the new subordinate to the job, the
s t a f f , the politics , etc. Is the change seen as an opportu-
nity to change the plant , to inculcate new values , or as
an additional strain for an already busy executive?

The impact of leadership changes in critical pos it ions
can also be examined by creating turnover during the simu-
lation. The roles of President , Vice—President , and Direc-
tor of Manufacturing are prime candidates for such a rnanipu-
lation. For example , turnover cou ld be ind uced by chan gi n g
an incumben t at each of the three levels , thereby generating
data on which has the greatest impact on the organization .
Another manipulation might involve fillinci critical vacan-
cies by promoting from within ( either from the same division
or from another division ) vs. bringing in an outsider.

Succession in cr it ical  roles also suggests testing the
impact of value infusion . What happens , for  examp le , when
a Director of Manufacturing succeeds a sales-oriented Vice—
Pres ident?  To study th i s , the incumbent Vice-President
mi ght be selected on the basis of his or her current job—-in
th i s  case , the Vice—President would be a person who is a
sales manager in the back-home environment . During the
simu la t ion , one of Looking Glass ’s m a n u f a c tu rin g directors
would be promoted to the Vice-President slot. The question :
W i l l  the or ienta tion of the division cha nge in l i ne  wi th  the
successor ’s predisposi t ion? If so , how is the change imple-
mented ?
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A fourth area of inquiry would be the effects of vacan-
cies . Rather than fill a critical role immediately, the
researcher miqht leave it open to observe how potential
candidates jockey fo r  pos i t ion , how work gets absor bed by
rema ining managers , or how the rest of the organization
helps out or exploits the situation. As an example of this
latter issue , the researcher might focus on the problem of
capi ta l  inves tment .  Each div i s ion  has needs , but there are
limited resources. If a division Vice—President leaves the
company during the simulation , what happens to the division
he or she represents vis—a--vis resource allocation?

Another aspect of succession could be explored not by
ac tually c rea t ing a vacancy , but by in trod ucing rumors or
plans for reorganization , impending vacancies , or layof fs .
Such manipulations would allow observers to see how behavior
is affected.

Some issues related to leadership succession have been
designed into Looking Glass and might provide us e f u l  insights
without an additional manipulation . Within the Industr ial
Glass Division, the Plant Manager position at the Glass
Pi ping Plant is open and responsibility for  the plan t is
temporarily assi gned to the Director of Manufac turing.
Within Advanced Products , a new plant is opening in six
months , thereby creating a new executive position . The
corporation may buy a new bottling plant , again creating new
executive positions.

It is also possible to create a succession crisis in
Lookinq Glass. What would happen if several key roles were
vacated unexpectedly and simultaneously (as would be the
case if several executives resigned in protest or were
f i r e d , or if they were lost in a plane crash)? While such
situations are rare , there can be li ttle doubt that they are
important. Insight into how organization structures , proce-
dures , and practices facilitate or inhibit transition could
be critically impor tant for making contingency plans where
risks of leadership loss are present.

Pre-Settinq Managerial Strategy

It is risky to try out various managerial strategies in
real  organ iza t ions , p a r t i c u l a r l y  if  those s t r a t eg ie s  are
creat ive (and the consequences unknown ) or if failure would
be costly. Many strategic decisions can be modeled with
computers , thereby producing est imates of results. But
li tt le is known about the behavioral impact of strategic 
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choice , and Looking Glass might represent a vehicle for
exploring those questions. One way to do this would be to
“indoctrinate ” the President and the Vi ce—Presidents prior
to the simula tion run . Across runs , economic strateg ies
might be varied such that one group sought to maximize
profit, another  sales , another g rowth, etc. Each simulation
would genera te  data ori the effects of the chosen strategy on
the behavio r of the other mana gers , political processes ,
decision making, problem finding, politicking, etc. Other
data might be collected on how organization climate is
a f f e c t e d  by strategic choice , which departments or div isions
qain the mos t in f l u ence, or how oper ations at lowe r levels
are impac ted.

Since mos t organiza tion res earch is aimed at finding
ways to improve organizational effectiveness , there mus t be
some understanding of what leads to ineffectiveness. One
in tr i gu i n g  use of Look ing Glass  would be to f i nd out what
leads to o rgan iza t i ona l  d isasters .  To do th is , the re-
searcher m ight give the participants the goal of sinking the
company--of managing in such a way as to produce the worst
possible organiza tional performance. One hypothesis might
be that it is much easier to des troy a stable division (CGD)
than it is to destroy a division facing a turbulent environ-
ment (APD) . If the env ironment is unpredictab le , it is
probabl y as hard to really mess thing s up as it is to do
extremely well. There is a great deal of randomness in-
volved , thereby obs curing cause and e f fe ct relationships
surrounding managerial action . When the environment is
stable , managers should have a pretty good idea of what
ac tions will cause adverse consequences.

Other manipu lations of mana gerial stra tegy are clear ly
possible, depending on one ’s research interests. Enchant-
ment wi th political behavior might lead to asking the
participants to behave as politically as possible . Interest
in pa rti cipat ive leadership mi ght call for  req u i r i ng al l
par ticipants to input to all decisions (or subjecting all
decisions to a vote)

Other mani pulations migh t involve  se t t ing d i f f e rent
manacierial strategies in the different divisions. A complex
examp le wou ld be looking at environment/or gan ization fit in
several different ways by contrasting structure with leader—
sh ip  sty l e .  As i t  now stands , Looking G lass ’s three divi-
s ions fac e di f feren t environments but are structu red in the
same way. One might  begin by hav in g all  man agers in APD use
participatory styles while all in CGD are autocratic. These
could then be rev er sed , testing the hypothesis that demo-
cratic style is more effective in turbulent nn’:ironments,
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while autocratic sty les are more effective in stable environ-
ments (with structures held constant). Then the experimenter
might want to vary the structures in the divisions , putting
a more organic design in APD and keeping CGD bureaucratic.
These cou ld then be reversed to test a structural as opposed
to a leadership hypothesis.

Training Evaluation

Looking Glass has potential for helping evaluate manage-
ment training programs and for contrasting training tech-
niques. In the former case , Looking Glass could be used in
a post—test only design , comparing the behavior and perfor-
mance of trained vs. untrained managers (or beginning vs.
fin ished MBA students). For the experimental group , use of
the s imulation wou ld (1) demonst rate if the participants
cou ld implement the tra ined pr inciples  and ( 2 )  allow them
(through comparison with simulation norms or the untrained
group ’s performance) to see the effects of behaving in the
trained way . A tough problem in training has always been
transfer of training from the classroom to the job. Looking
G lass represents an intermediate stop on that road. If
train ing e f f e c t s  wil l  be washed out by organiz at ional f actors ,
this may show up during the simulation ru n .  More importan t,
trainers might get some insight into the organizational
forces making transfer difficult.

Training research has also been faulted because various
programs for training the same skills are seldom compared
empir ically. Looking Glass might be a useful vehicle in
this regard . One might ask , for example , if behavior model-
ing is superior to programmed learn ing  for  teachin g a certain
subject. Managers taught with each of the techniques might
participate in different runs of the simulation , permitting
a comparison of both process and outcome results.

A more challenging experiment might be to contrast
interpersonal skills training with reinforcement or goal-
setting approaches to the same problem . One group of trained
mana gers mi ght go through the simu la tion , fo l lowed by an
untrained group. For the untrained group , however , the
researcher might modify Looking Glass to reflect the reinforce-
ment schedule or goal maniprlation . Performance differences
might shed some light on which approach has the most impact
and why .

_ _ _  _ _ _
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Looking  Glass as a Research Playground

At one t ime or another , all res arche rs ask th em s e l v e s ,
“110w much do I re~~Jy know?” Attempts to answ r that ques-
tion ibe it theories and models in organizational behavior
usually t ake t h e  fo rm of f i e l d  in t e r v e n t i o n s — — a t t e m p t s  to
introduce chanqe in ongoing oruanizations. U n f or t r i at e l y ,
field interventions seldom produce unambig acas results. jjv
the time urictical constraints have taken their toll in
research design alterations , and after organizational events
(such as transfers , s t r ikes , and reorganization ) have :n~ d
their effects , the researcher emerges with at u- su a quali-
f ied answer to the question. One is hardly ever sure that
the manipulation , and not intervening events or design
flaws , caused whatever outcomes could be measured .

However crudely field interventions may test oir theories,
most of the models generated in orcanizational behavior are
never tested in field experiments. We would like to suggest
that a device like Looking Glass can be used as a uartial
answer to “What do I really know?” It provides more control
than the typical field sotting but preserves more organiza—
tional reality than either the laboratory or the computer.

The challenqe would be for the researcher to use his or
her model of reality to make something happen in the simula-
t ion . I f  I bel ieve I know how to des ign  an or e an i z a t i o n  to
cope with turbulent environments , I should be able to re-
design the Advanced Products Division and see it cope better.
If I believe I understand how to make leaders more effective ,
I shou ld he able to do my thi ng wi th  the mana~ ers of Looking
Glass and watch them do better. If I think I know how
coupling works in organizations , I should be able to t inker
with Looking Glass to create tighter or looser coupling. If
I think I know what causes certain people to get power in
organizations , I should be able to design Look ing  Glass so
that specific people end up with the power. The list could
go on , but the point is simply t h a t  the s imu la t ion  s erm i t s
observation of the effects of reasonably well—controlled
interventions. If a theory does not work as - -c c ct c -d , the
researcher has at least seen the process by which it went
down the tubes. Because Lookin-~ Glass faces multiple
environments , the researcher may learn something aboit the
conditions a n d -r which the model can work . It is also
possible to try again after modif ying the original theory ;
the situat~~en at Look ina Glass always starts off the same
w a y .

A n o t h e r  adva 1~f ;aci e to the Look in~ Glass p li ground  is
that the simu lated organization doesn ’ t ca re if the theory
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makes any sense. We suspect that many creative approaches 
-

to snderstandinq organizations will never be field—tested -

because no manager in his or her right mind would take the
chance with a real organization .

We don ’t intend here to overrate the power of the
simulation. There are many notions that could not be tested I
with Looking Glass, and positive resul ts  from a simulation
are not necessarily generalizeable. Nonetheless , the useful- -

ness of f l ight simulators, wind tunnels, the NASA lunar
program , and a multi tude of other physical simulations
indicates that organizational researchers might have some-
thing to gain by taking their theories into a simulated 

-

organization .
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Some Preliminary Dat-i

At this writ ing, Looking Glass has been run only f i v e
times. These runs were all part of the developmental effort ,
and each resulted in modifications to simulation adrr Inistra—
tion and/or content. In spite of the experimental nature of
these runs , the last three were suffic ient ly similar to
permit data collection on certain simulation and organiza-
t ional issues. In th is section we wi l l  report some of these
data , realizing full—well that they are not conclusive nor
scientific. We offer no justification except that they are
all we have right now , and we think they are interesting.

The data reported here are organized around two issues.
The first deals with the validity of the simulation itself:
Is there any evidence that what managers do in Looking Glass
is similar to what managers do in real organizations? The
second deals with organizational issues: iiow does power
operate in Looking Glass? What kinds oL cUrate does the
simulation produce? How do decisions ~~-t made?

These data were drawn from the last three trial runs of
the s imulat ion which  took place at a bank , a manufacturing
firm , and a state government. Each run consisted of 20
managers. For the bank and the state governmen t, the mana-
gers came f rom middle levels and , for the most part , did not
work together back home. Those that did work together were
p laced in dif ferent divisions of Looking Glass so that no
one reported to his or her real boss. The manufa cturing
sample did contain an intact work team . The President and
the three Vice-Presidents had the same reporting relation-
ship back on the job. Further , the manufacturing sample was
drawn from the top and upper—middle management levels.

Selection of participants and assignment to roles in
Looking Glass was non—random at all three sites. In all
cases , par ticipation was voluntary . The program was initi-
ated by the human resource s func tion in each or~ anization
and was billed as an experimental training exper ience ( a day
of training was designed to accompany the simula tion)
The experimental nature of the program was emphasized m s t
strongly in the man u facturing firm , where the partici par~ts
were asked to evaluate the experience for potential inclu-
sion in the t r a i n i n g  sequence at the company .

It should be noted that only minor changes were ride in
the simula tion af ter  these three runs. These inv olved some
dickering with specific memo - and some m in ’r administrative
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a l terations .  In short , Looking Glass i tself  was run in
essent ia l ly the same manner each time . The major altera-
tions had been completed after the first and second trial
runs , leaving the data relatively clean for the last three.

I
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Some Validity Issues

A s imula t ion  is a model of r e a l i t y .  Looking Glass is
not, however , a simulation of any explicit theory of mana—
gerial work . Its inductive roots (particular ly as they
ref lec t  interviews wi th  managers about typical days)  mean
that this s imulation contains an implicit model of managers ’
work . The most appropriate evidence to gauge the validity
of the simulation, then , would be inductive and descriptive
data on what managers do.

While the pretest runs of Looking Glass were not used
for systematic data collection , we can draw on several
sources of information to look at some validity issues.
First, we will look at the inputs managers receive in Look—
ing Glass , specifically as they appear in the 20 in—baskets
that start the simulation. Second , we will examine the
outputs produced by the managers during and a f t e r  the simu-
lation . Some evidence of validity can be assumed if the
inputs and outputs of Looking Glass coincide with the inputs
and outputs of real managerial jobs.

Inputs

Does the information in the average Looking Glass in-
basket at all approximate what a manager might run into in a
real organization? We infer that the answer is “yes ” on the
basis of three data sources : ( 1) the way the mate r ia l s  were
developed , (2)  the reactions of manager/participants , and
( 3) a comparison of our inputs with Mintzberg ’s (1973 )
descriptive data .

The development of the Looking Glass in-baskets was
described in great detail earlier in this manual. The
issues , problems , and materials were drawn from (1) inter-
views wi th  practicing managers in several different com-
panies , including presidential to plant manager levels;
(2) plant tours , visi ts, and observations ; (3) examination
of the business literature on and from the glass industry
and on industry in general ; and (4) discussions with con-
sultants from profit—making organizations. Various parts of
the simulation were verified with specialists and/or prac-
ticing or retired businessmen . These developmental pro-
cedures , coupled wi th  our s t a f f ’s efforts to code and
classify events to assure their representation in the final
product , mean that the contents of Looking Glass belong to
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managers more than to us as researchers. While this does
not mean that the domain of managerial issues and activities
is replicated (or even adequa tely sampled ) , it does mean
that Looking Glass has high face validity.

A second chunk of informal validity evidence comes from
outside observers and from the participants themselves. As
was discussed earlier in the man ual , the pretest runs  of
Looking Glass were scrutinized by human resources and train-
ing personnel from several large firms . In addition , partici—
pants in four of the five pretest runs were practicing mana-
gers from middle and upper organizational levels. Feedback
from them was solicited actively after each run and incorpo-
rated where possible in future runs. We believe , on the
basis of these informal inputs , that Looking Glass does a
good job of simulating upper-level managerial jobs in profit-
making organizations.

While hard data to support our assertions are scarce ,
we were able to compare the in—basket inputs of Looking
Glass wi th  M in tzberg ’s (1973) data from the in-baskets of
five organization presidents. Table 1 summarizes the simu-
lated in—baskets for the President and each of the three
divisions of Looking G lass. The first row reports the
average number of pieces received by the part icipants. The
average manager in Looking Glass receives more p ieces than
Min tzberg ’s exec ut ives , indicating that our input may be
sligh tly more than is typical. Because our only input to
the simulation is through written messages , we feel  tha t
this  sl ightly higher volume is necessary . At least six of
the average n i n e  excess pieces are background data that
would not normally appear in a typical in—basket (e.g., an
organization char t , public relations releases descr ibing the
technologies and the h istory of the company , job descr iptions ,
etc.).

Row 2 of the table reports the aver age number of memos
sent by each par tic ipant (and, there fore , wr itten by us )
pr ior  to the star t of the s imula t ion .  These represent
letters and memos sent the day before by the average mana ger
in Looking Glass. Copies of these , t he re fo re, appea r in the
in—basket at the start of the simulation. The average , 7.3 ,
is slightly lower than that reported by Mintzberg . We are
comfortable with that because prev iously wri tten memos are
artificial--the style and contents might not jibe with what
a qiven par ti c ipan t  might have written. We , t he re fo re,
sought to keep this kind of memo to a minimum .

The last row of Table 1 shows the average number of
pieces of mai l  ( i nputs  plus  outputs at the start of the
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s imu la t ion) to be processed by the av erage ma nager in
Looking Glas s. Overall , the total  f i gure is close to what
Mintzberg reported , though slightly higher , and is w i t h i n
the range he found. This is particularly encouraging since
the research team did not use Mintzberg ’s figures as
a prior i guidelines .

Outputs

One might i n f er tha t  input stimu li are val id if the
outputs they generate approximate the outputs in real mana-
gerial settings. Again , we have relied on our own and
others ’ direct observations of behavior during the simula-
tion , as well as on the reports of partic ipants themselves.
It is our impression that the world of Looking Glass mana-
gers is varied , fragmen ted , fast—paced , pr imar i ly oral , and
information-focused . These characteristics coincide with
the results of d iary and observat ional  s tudies  of managers
in real organizations (McCall , Morrison , & Hannan , Note 5).

Debri e f i ngs with  par t icipants after the simulation have
supported these conclusions as well as verified the involve-
ment of the managers  wi th  the problems they faced. The
presidential addresses following each run , as well as the
divisional problem debriefings , indic ated that an array of
problems were identif ied and solved during the simulation
runs. The majority of manager s have repor ted that their
behavior was typical and that they did not get distracted by
artificiality. Many sorely missed their secre taries.

Harder output data are reported in Tables 2 , 3, and 4.
In Table 2 , mail output generated during the last three runs
of Looking Glass are compared wi th  Min tzbe rg ’ s ( 1 9 7 3 )  resu l t s .
The average Looking Glass manager produced 12.1 written
outputs , slightly higher than Min tzberg ’s 9.2 but within his
range of results.

Table 3 carries this mail analysis a step fu r ther by
examining the input/output ratios from the last three runs
of Looking Glass. The number of inputs received at the
beginning of the simulation is divided into the average
number of outputs produced . Overall , Looking Glass managers
have a ratio of 34.2 percent , compared with Mintzberg ’s
reported 35 percent. In terms of inputs and outputs of
mail , the simulation is strikingly close to reality.

Table 4 reports data on the average number of phone
calls made by Looking Glass managers. Mintzberg found that

- -— -  -- -- - -
~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~ - - - --- ~~~~~~~ - - - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --- -~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~--_



--
~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~

-- 
~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~

---- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ---. - —

73

the average manager made 5. 3 calls  in a day ,  wh ile Looking
Glass managers averaged 4.4 (the lower end of the range) .
This makes sense because managers in the simulation are
geographically close to one another-—it is presumably easier
for them to walk over to someone than it would be in a real
organization .

Summary

The evidence for the validity of Looking G lass is , at
the present time , sketchy at best. It is, at the same time ,
encouraging . Systematic research is now underway to provide
additional data on the va l id i ty  issue. In the meantime ,
Looking Glass seems to have survived a few of the minimal
tests. The informal data we have collected support, at least ,
the face validity of the simulation.
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Organizationa l Vdrlables

Can Looking Glass generate interesting data on major
issues in o rgan izat iona l  behavior research? Whi le  it is
premature to answer that question on the basis of pretest
runs, we did collect post—simulation data from the last
three runs. Three issues were addressed directly : power ,
climat’~, and decision making . The data from these ques-
tionnaires can be viewed as a test of the simulation : Do
the pat terns conform to wha t would be expected in a company
l ike this in real l if e? The resul ts  can also be viewed in
terms of hypothesis generation: Do the patterns suggest
something interes ting that m ight be verified in other
research?

Power

At the conclusion of each of the last three simulation
runs , a questionnaire on perceptions of power was filled out
by all part icipan ts. Since d e f i n ing power is tr icky (McCall ,
in press) , the participants were given a vague defin ition in
hopes that their personal f r ames of r e f e rence would guide
their answers. The definition was as follows :

Power is difficult to define precisely, but n-ost
of us have a strong sense of what it means , it
has to do with being able , for wha tever reasons ,
to influence decisions , to get resources , to get
one ’s way . We ’d like you to think about Looking
Glass , Inc., in terms of who had the power.

The f i r s t  question focused on the three divis ions and
asked each participant in each of the three runs to rank
order  APD , CGD , and lCD in terms of their  re la tive power
within  the corpor~ t ion .  The results are reported in the two
par t s  of Table 5. Overal l , the Advanced Produc ts Division
was seen as most powerful (av erage rank , 1.7 ) , fol lowed by
Industrial Glass (2 . 0) and Commercial Glass (2 . 3) .  This
corresponds exac tly to the nature of the envi ronment faced
by each division : APD faces the most unstable environment
and was ra ted most po w e r f u l ; IGD face s the intermedia te
environment and was rated second most power ful ; and CGD ,
f aci ng the most sta ble envi ronmen t, was rated least power-
ful. Sales of the division would not have predicted this
(lCD has the largest), nor wou ld age of the d iv i s ion  (CGD is
oldes t) , nor would overall financial stability (CGD has been
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Table 5

Rank Ordering of Power by Division
(based on three runs)

A . Overall perceived power of the divisions:

Division Avera9e Rank

Advanced 1.7

Industrial 2.0

Commercial 2.3

(1 highest, 3 lowest)

B. Average power rank of divisions by division doing the ranking:

Division Ranked Division Doing the Ranking

APD IGD CGD

Advanced 1.4 1.8 1.8

Industrial 2.4 1.4 2.3

Commercial 2.2 2.7 1.9

4
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a consistent profit—maker) . One possible explanation is
suggested by the str3te~ ic contingencies approach to power
which would suggest that the major issues confronting the
organization are focused in APD. Because of the huge
profits to be made in optical fibers and the enormous loss
in integrated circuits (both APD products) , such an explana-
tion makes sense.

The second part of Table 5 breaks down divisional power
rankings by the division doing the rank ing . Two of the
three divisions consistently rated themselves more powerful
than the others . Perhaps perceptions of pow er are dis tor ted
in real organizations , too , and one wond ers what causes the
distortion and what effects it has on organizational be-
havior.

Table 6 summarizes data on the perceived power of the
departments within Looking Class: Sales/Marketing, Manu-
f a c turi ng , and Product Development. Participants rank-
ordered the power of the departments within their own divi-
sions.

Overa l l , Manufacturing was seen as the most powerful
department in every division. Some trends do emerge within
divisions w ith , for  example , Product Development rated
second most power f u l  in Advanced ( t h e high technology group )
and least powe rful in Commerc ial ( the old and low technology
group) . In one run , Product Development was ranked more
powerful than Manufacturing in the Advanced Products Divi-
sion . In general , the data support the rat ionale behind the
simulation . If these scores are stable , they wi l l  prov ide
an excellent base ra te for attempting power manipul a t ions
using experimental parad igms.

Table 7 expands the a n a l y s i s  f urther by reporting the
rank order averages for Vice—President and Director levels
in the organization. Overall , the Vice—Presidents were seen
as the mos t powerful  people , followed by Directors of Manu-
facturing , w i t h  Sal es/M arke ting and Prod uct Developmen t tied
in the next spot. The trend is strong in APD for the Direc-
tor of Product Development to have more pow er than the same
position in the other divisions. Sales/Marketing is markedly
lower in power in APD than in the other divisions. C)n~might hypothesize tha t in a highl y turb ulent , hi gh technology
environment lik e APD, sales may be seen as an almost random
event. A belief may develop that all the organization needs
to do is stri -: ahead ir, technology and sales will take care
of themselves.
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Table 6

Rank Ordering of Power, Departments within DiVjSj Ofl5
(based on three runs)

t

Division
P~partment APD IGD CGD Overall

Manufacturing 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.4
t Sales/Marketing 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2

Product Development 2.0 2.2 2.5 2.2

(1 highest, 3 lowest)

$I
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Table 7

Rank Ordering of Power by Hierarchical Position within Division

Division
Hierarchical Position APD IGD CGD Overall

Vice—President 1.1 1.4 1.8 1.4

Director, Manufacturing 2.3 2.6 2.0 2.3

Director , Sales/Marketing 4•5* 2.9 2.4 3.1

Director , Product Development 2.8 3.2* 3.3 3.1

*Data from two runs only

(The President was not ranked. Each executive was ranked by members of
his or her own division only. Plant Managers were ranked overall lower
than Directors and have not been included in the table.)

(1 highest , 6 lowest in CGD and IGD, 7 lowest in APD)
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The Plant Managers were ranked lowest overall in power,
as would be expected. There have been, however, a number of
dramatic swings in Plant Manager power across runs, indi-
cating that individual differences may be operating. At
higher levels, position seems to be a prime determinant of
perceived power. At the Plant Manager level, personal m i —
tiative may be more important. Look, for example, at the
power swings shown in Table 8.

While structural explanations hold nicely for the top
three levels at Looking Glass, they are not adequate to
explain the variance at the Plant Manager level. Nor does
it seem plausible to argue that bank managers are system—
atically different in their perceptions than the other
sample. (Data for the government sample on this issue are
not available.) 

~~~~~~~~ t—__ •____ . — ~~~~~~~ -. I

~~ 
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Table 8

Plant Manager ’s Power

Average Power Rank

Plant Manager Of Bank Sample Manufacturing Sample

Optical Fibers 5.5 4.1

Capacitors 5.5 6.3

Integrated Circuits 7.0 6.3

(1 highest, 7 lowest)

Flat Glass 6.0 4.8

Lighting Products 4.5 6.0

(1 highest, 6 lowest)

Auto Glass 5.0 3.2

Specialty Glass 6.0 6.0

(1 highest, 6 lowest)

(average ranks within own division)

_ _
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Summary

The data presented here do not raise serious questions
about the reality of the simulation. As expected , APD
emerged as the most powerful division , Manufacturing was
seen as the most powerful function within divisions, and
position in the hierarchy was the prime determinant of
individual power. Nonetheless, there was sufficient varia—
bility in the rankings to stimulate further investigation .
Most important, perhaps, is that participants do perceive
differences in power distributions and can report those
perceptions on a survey instrument.

Climate

Twenty items were selected from the Survey of Organi-
zations (Taylor & Bowers, 1972) and adapted into a survey
instrument used in the last three runs of Looking Glass.
This instrument was included to see if participants could
describe the climate of their organization .

Our first observation was that participants had no
difficulty filling out the items from the Survey of Organi-
zations. We thought we might get a general idea of what to
expect from Looking Glass by computing the grand mean for
each item. Listed below are the items with the highest and
lowest overall rat ings across the last three runs. The
responses were on a five—point scale from “to a very little
extent” (1) to “to a very great extent” (5).

Highest

(1) To what extent did you feel a responsibility
to help the company be successful? 4.06

(2) When you talked to people in your division,
to what extent did they pay attention to
what you said? 3.97

(3) To what extent did you have a feeling of
loyalty toward your division? 3.83

(4)  How receptive were those above you to your
ideas and suggestions? 3.67

(5)  To what extent did people in your division
maintain high standards of performance? 3.60
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Lowest

(1) To what extent did your boss show you how
to improve your performance? 2.30

(2)  How adequate for your needs was the amount
of information you got about what was going
on in other departments? 2.33

(3) To what extent did your boss offer new ideas
for solving job-related problems? 2.67

(4) To what extent did different departments plan
their work together? 2.83

(5) To what extent did your boss encourage people
to exchange opinions and ideas? 2.93

We were encouraged to see that Looking Glass engendered
responsibility , loyalty , and high standards. The high
ratings accorded these items support our observations that
participants were involved with the simulation and trying
hard to do their jobs well. The items rated low conspicu-
ously involve subordinate perceptions of their bosses and a
failure of communication within the organization. The fact H
that these rather common organizational problems emerged in
Looking Glass was also comforting .

We then looked at items that reflected differences
across runs and across divisions. Listed below are those
items for which the mean ratings were the most different
across runs:

Bank Manufacturing Government

(1) How much did people in
your division encourage
each other to give their
best? 2.8 3.2 3.4

(2) How receptive were those
above you to your ideas
and suggestions? 3.4 3.5 4.1

(3) To what extent did dif-
ferent departments plan
their work together? 3.2 2.9 2.4
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(4) To what extent was your
boss willing to listen
to your problems? 3.1 3.6 3.9

The items that were most different across the three
divisions of Looking Glass are listed next (average over
three runs):

APD IGD CGD

(1) How much did people in
your division encourage
each other to give their
best effort? 3.5 3.0 2.9

(2) To what extent did
people in your divi-
sion help you find
ways to do a better
job? 3.6 2.8 3.1

(3) How much did people in
your division encourage
each other to work as
a team? 3.4 2.7 3.1

(4) To what extent did
people in your division
exchange opinions and
ideas? 3.9 3.3 3.6

(5) To what extent did dif-
ferent departments plan
their work together? 2.8 2.6 3.2

These preliminary data indicate that different climates
may emerge across runs and across divisions within runs.
This is particularly exciting since the climate of Looking
Glass forms in a relatively short period of time , and the
process of its formation can be observed as it takes place.

In the manufacturing run , the managers asked us if the
climate of Looking Glass was related to the climate of their
real organization . We asked them to fill out the question-
naire again , this time describing their back-home jobs. The
correlation of the means across the 20 items was .76 , and
all highs and lows were in the same direction .

L -- -- - ~~~~~~~~~~ -
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Decision Making

We t r ied to f ind o’ something about the way managers
were making decisions in Looking Glass. In one run , we gave
out a general questionnaire about information sharing,
decision quality , etc. We also gave one division (APD) a
detai led ques t ionnai re  focusing on one major  problem and
l i s t i n g  specif ic  informat ion  that  had been available . On
the  ~jeneral questionnaire , ratings were uniformly high :
Participants said information was widely shared , they made
inputs  to decisions, decisions were of high q u a l i t y ,  etc .
On the specific ques t ionna i re, however , it was clear that
subs t an t i a l  amounts of i n f o r m a t i o n  were not shared , Onl y a
few people made decisions, and decisons were not made at all
or were of low qua l i t y . We qu i ck ly  deduced that  specific
ques t ions  about decision making produced dramat ica l ly
d i f f e r e n t  resul t s  than did general  i t ems——resu l t s  more
closely approximat ing what we observed .

The specif ic  ques t ionnai re  was based on a major  problem
facing APD. The questionnaire contained a complete list of
i n fo rma t ion  avai lable and asked division members to indicate
which  pieces they had been aware o f .  It  then tied these bits
of information into four components and asked if the compo-
nents had been def ined , if decisions had been made on them ,
and if  they had been tied together into the larger problem .
Across two runs , the resul ts  were as follows:

(1) About 60 percent of the information was shared
amon~j  the seven division members.

(2) All four problem components were identified
less than half the time.

(3) The four components were never tied together
into a generic problem , even though managers
agreed after discussion that they were related .

( 4 )  Onl y one or two people made all the decisions,
and decisions were made only about 35 percent
of the time .

We concluded from the questionnaire results and the
discussion of them that problems in the division had been
attacked in a particularistic fashion and treated in a
coqnitively simple manner . This corresponds with other
studies of decision making (e.g. , Katz & Kahn , 1966;
Mintzberg , Raisinghani , & Theoret , 1976) and increases our
confidence that Looking Glass can be a useful research tool
for exploring such issues.
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More important , perhaps, we know now that dec ision
processes in the simulation can be tracked , both by ques-
tionnaire and by direct observation .

Overall

These preliminary data are encouraging. Looking Glass
seems to be generating realistic managerial behavior in an
environment similar to a real organization. Part icipants
can describe their perceptions on fairly typical instruments
and on common topics in organizational behavior . There is
enough variance in their behavior and their survey responses
to permit statistical analysis when larger samples have
accumulated and measurement procedures have been standard-
ized . While such statements must be taken on f a i th  at the
present time , we can say with some assurance that the data
collected so fa r  do not provide negative evidence about the
validity of the simulation . The manager—participants are
the best jud ges of whether Looking Glass is close to reality,
and their verdict up un t i l  now is positive.

Over the next year we wi l l  collect systematic data f rom
a minimum of ten simulation runs .  These data will  include
specif ic  behavioral and performance measures . A time sampi—
inq procedure , adapted from diary and observational studies
of managers , will  be used to assess managerial activities
and interaction patterns . The results from Looking Glass
will  be compared to results from managers in real organiza—
tions.

Performance measures on the corporate and divisional
levels of Looking Glass are being developed by outside
experts (inc luding  several board chairmen) . In addition ,
Looking Glass problems are being categorized according to
selected organizational effectiveness dimensions (Steers ,
1977) . These measures will be used to establish a perfor—
inance base rate for Looking Glass.

Other measures , including climate, power , and decision
making , will  be administered systematically across the runs.
By September , 1979 , we should have solid data on the simula-
tion ’s validity (or lack thereof) , norms, and potential.

_ _  ~~-••-- -.- ---~~~~~~~~ ---• - -- --•~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~ -- - -~~~~ 
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Pros and Cons of Looking Glass as a Research Tool

In this section we have discussed a variety of research
questions, measurement strategies, potential mani pulations,
and preliminary data involving the Looking Glass simulation .
It is only f i t t ing  to conclude this exposition on research
uses by attempting to summarize the relative pros and cons
of Looking Glass as a research tool. The summary assumes
that the simulation is a valid vehicle for representing
managerial work——an empirical question .

Pros

Looking Glass provides a realistic context for  studying
a diverse array of variables. Using known inputs , the simu-
lation permits measurement of attitudes, behavior , and out-
comes at individual , group, and organizational levels of
analysis. Each division was designed to face a different
external environment , thereby permitting consideration of
macro and micro issues with the same research vehicle.
Eventually, outcome and process variable norms will be
available for use in comparative research.

The simulation , modeled on “typical” manager behavior ,
is easily amenable to experimental intervention. Without
substantially altering content , crises can be introduced ,
structure changed , samples manipulated , etc. The impact of
the interventions can be viewed in the context of a complex
organization.

Looking Glass is an excellent vehicle for generating
new hypotheses, using experimental manipulat ions for  testing
theories normally dependent on natural variation , and collect-
ing preliminary data for later verification in field settings.
It is long enough to observe complex processes, such as
power, as they develop and play-out. Further , it is psycho-
logically strong , so it generates real behavior by the
individuals involved .

Cons

Looking Glass is clearly inappropriate for a number of
research purposes. For example , only seven managers in
Looking Glass have live subordinates—-it might be ineffi-
cient to use the simulation to study questions focused only
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on leader—subordinate interactions . Because each position
in Looking Glass is di f f e rent , it  does not prov ide the same
stimuli to all participants. Individual assessment , there-
fore , is confounded by any d i f fe rences  in the nature of
pos it ions wit h i n  the company .

Looking Glass is holistic. Behavior within it is in-
f l uenced by a var iety of forces , some built—in and many
others qenerated by the participants themselves. Its major
value is this holism and complexity. “Everyth ing else being
equal” research questions should be asked in controlled
laboratory settings , not in this s imula t ion.

Lookirg Glass , no ma tter how real is t ic  it may be , is
not a real orga ni zation. Data generated in the simul ation
will need to be verified in field settings. Nonoth~ less ,
variables not normally manipulable in the field .such as
envi ronmen tal cha racter is t ics  and organization s~ ruc ture )
can be mani pulated in Looking Glass. Thus , the simulation
might generate more explanatory power for naturalistic
var ia tion s found in the f ield . The simulation should be
used in con jun ct ion wi th , not to the exclusion of , other
methodologies. Such conjunction might consist of us in g the
simula tion to qenera te hypo theses worth tes t ing in the
field; or it miqh t involve usi ng the simulat ion la te in a
research program to scruti n i z e  causal issues suggested but
not ver i f ied  in f i e ld  settings.

Sampl in g may r epresent a problem with Looking Gl ass.
As will be explained in the section on training uses, Look-
in g Gl ass can be a powerfu l  experience for manager ia l  par-
ticipants. Participa t ion should , therefore , be voluntary .
Volun tar ism , coupled w i th  pract ical  constra in ts on random
ass ignmen t  to roles , may create research problems . Since
access to exec uti ve posi tions in real organ i za t ions is
obviously not ra ndom , the magni tude  of this problem in the
simula tion wi l l  depend on the researcher ’s ra t ionale for
role assignmen t and par ticipant selection .

Another possible con of the simulation involves con-
venience . While we have worked hard to simplify the ad-
m in istration of Lookin g (ilass (e.g., it involves l i t t le
elaborate equipment), it is still a time—consuming measure—
ment strategy. Practically speaking , assuring adequate
n umbers of par ticipan ts over mul t ip le  runs is more l ikely if
the simul ation is used as an ongo ing t r a in ing device in
corpor ate programs or as a teaching tool in uni versi ty
curricula (for example , in MBA programs ). Use of Lookin g
Glass in such setting s can create tensions between research
control and training flexibility . In many ways these tensions
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are an asset because they force researchers to pay attention
to the meaningfulness of the data they collect (e.g., can
the data provide any useful insight to participants?) and
force trainers to examine the validity of their training
approach (e.g., “How do we know that what we are teaching
people is ‘real’?”).

We obviously do not feel that the cons outweigh the
pros. The goal of any research program is to use the most
effective research methods to generate interpretable data.
We think Looking Glass has a place in the ongoing research
on leadership in organizations. Simulation is a research
tool that has been underused——one that can generate new
insights.
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• Training with Looking Glass

•
Looking Glass is a stimulus , not a training program.

That is , it is a device for generating managerial behavior ;
using that behavior to affect individual or group change
requires additional pieces. Our initial work with Looking
Glass has focused on developing a valid stimulus , not on
using that stimulus to change behavior. We have, however ,
worked closely with the training staffs from organizations
during the pretest runs and have discussed at length the
uses of Looking Glass as a training tool. This section of
the manual will summarize some of our early thinking but
will not lay out detailed training designs. Each organiza-
tion has d i f f e r en t  training needs , and use of this simula-
tion should be considered in light of those specific needs .
Our goal , then , is to stimulate thought on how Looking Glass
might be used in an educational program .

This section will  begin by examining some of the major
advantages of the simulation as a training stimulus. Some
ways it can be used will  be outlined , followed by some
philosophical concerns generated by our experience with
training and simulation . The final section will outline one

• approach to using Looking Glass in a management development
sequence.

•

p 
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Advantages of Looking Glass as a Tra ini ng Stimulus

As we see it, Looking Glass has five major advantages:
validity , power , contextual richness, comprehensiveness , and
flexibility . Each of these will be examined briefly below.
We recognize that advantages are relative ; that specific
training objectives should dictate what technique is chosen .
Our experience with management development programs (in both
educational and organizational settings) is that: (1) ex-
periential learning is widely accepted and practiced, and
(2) that the experiences used as a basis for the training in
typical development programs are unrealistic, simplistic,
and narrow. Neither of these observations would matter if
we had convincing evidence that training was effective .
Unfortunately, research on training effects , especially the
effects of management training , is far from encouraging
(Campbell , 1971; Campbell , Dunnette , Lawler , & Weick , 1970;
Stogdill , 1974). One of the many reasons for this may be
that processes of management (such things as making finan-
cial decisions, motivating subordinates , styles of decision
making) are typically trained outside of the context in
which managers work. Thus, we may train a manager to allow
subordinates to participate in decision rLlaking without
considering what that means in a fast-paced , diverse,
fragmented managerial environment. The relative advantages
of Looking Glass are, therefore , framed in respect to more
typical experiential stimuli used in management education-—
NASA exercises , computer games , role plays , and the like .

Validity

Many trainers seem to feel that any exercise that pro-
duces behavior is okay , since the behavior can be processed
to make training points. The emphasis is on processing the
data rather than on the validity of the data or of the
exercise that generated them. This may be correct , but it
could be argued that one reason training does not seem to
transfer back to the job is precisely that the training
experience is so far removed from what it is like to actu-
ally manage in a complex organization .

One advantage of Looking Glass , then , is that it is an
attempt to create a valid managerial experience that can be
used as a t ra in ing base. Issues surrounding the validity of
Look ing Glass were discussed in the research section of this
manual (see pp. 69—76). Preliminary evidence is encouraging
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but not yet conclusive. Until we have collected more data ,
we are prepared to argue that the process by Whi (h hooking
Glass was developed gives it an advantage over the vast
majority of exercises used in training . The issues and
problems confronting participants in Looking Glass were
generated by managers, not by researchers or trainers. The
behavior generated is, by participants ’ testimonials ,
representative of what they do back—home and reasonably in
line with at least one observational study of what managers
do (see pp. 69-76).

Power

It can be argued that it is easier to deny the meaning
of one ’s behavior in an artificial exercise than in a real-
istic one. To the extent that our validity contentions
hold , Looking Glass captures real managerial problems , and
participants are doing what real managers do. This means
that the relevance of the behavior is difficult to deny . A
manager might dismiss mistakes in choosing survival items in
a moon crash , but it is another matter entirely to permit a
major plant to shut down unnecessarily. The latter has
clear relevance for performing the managerial role.

Contextual  Richness

Management is embedded in an organizational context.
Managers live in a complex world of fragmented information ,
ambiguous problems , crises , routine , etc. Evidence from
observational and diary studies shows that what managers do
is very much influenced by the environments in which they
work (see McCall, Morrison , & Hannan , Note 1, for a review
of these studies). Looking Glass attempts to preserve the
managerial environment——to capture the circumstances that
surround , and elicit , managerial action .

Comprehensiveness

Precisely because of its contextual richness and pre-
sumed validity , Looking Glass generates a broad range of
managerial behavior. In this simulation one can observe
politics, motivat ion , decision making , informat ion ga ther ing ,
communicat ion , interpersonal style , group dynamics , leader—
ship, problem f ind ing , conf l i c t ,  evaluation , authori ty

a
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relations , and other major processes of organizational
behavior. Unl ike  experiences tha t  isolate one or two of
these elements , Looking Glass preserves the complex inter-
play among processes that characterizes managerial life in
an organization. It forces recognition that any given
element of managerial activity does not take place in a
vacuum . For t r a in ing  to be both practical and transferable ,
it cannot treat these processes as if they were isolated .

Flexibility

Looking Glass is f lex ib le  in terms of its uses as a
stimulus and the ease with which it can be dissected for
analysis. Some of the uses will be listed later in this
section . The dissection simply means that specific pieces
of the simulation can be repeated easily as part of a
training sequence.

Suppose that one part of a training sequence is to
focus on decision making . Basic data on how participants
make decisions in a complex environment can be gathered
during a full simulation run . Later on , as part of the
t raining program , part icipants can confront  the same or
similar problems again , this time with a t raining model to
guide them .

For example , Looking Glass must decide whether or not
to sell the integrated circuits plant. During the simula-
tion , this is only one of the many important issues to be
decided . By pulling out all the relevant information on the
problem later on, participants can make that decision again .
The process and outcome of the two decisions can be corn—
pared , hopefully showing how the t ra in ing  model improved the
quality .

Looking Glass is also flexible in that the three divi-
sions are autonomous. Participants can repeat the experi-
ence by switching divisions and roles in a second run. The
problem s and issues will  be d if f e r e n t  the second time ,
permitting practice of new skills. The structure of the
company can be altered as well.

In summary , Looking Glass appears to have many advan-
tages for training. It is, as far as we can tell , a valid
tool for generating managerial behavior. Its contextual
richness and validity make it powerful--the learning it
engenders is relevant to real managerial work . Its compre—
hensive coverage of organizational phenomena makes it

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _
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appropriate for a variety of training topics. This compre-
hensiveness, coupled with the design features of the simula-
tion , makes it possible to use Looking Glass in a variety of
training settings for a variety of purposes. Further, it is
based on middle— and upper—level management and preserves
the complex interplay between analytic and interpersonal
demands of those jobs.

(

• I
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Some Uses of the Looking Glass Simulation

Use of Looking Glass as a training tool has been limited .
Development of training programs is currently underway in
two organ izations , but results of these efforts will not be
available until late 1979. Three of the pretest runs in-
cluded one training day devoted to generating feedback to
participants on: (1) how their peers and the observers
perceived them , (2) the ways they went about identifying and
solving problems, (3) the kinds of climate and power distri-
butions they created in the company , and (4) their own plans
for changing their behavior. This training day was well
received , bu t we feel that it only scratched the surface of
Looking Glas s ’ s potential .  A schematic for the simulation
plus a one—day program is presented in Figure Ill-i. We
recommend it, or something like it, as a minimal return for
participation in the simulation. 

• *-
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Figure 111-1

Example Schedule for a
Minimal Training Program with Looking Glass

Day 1

8:00 Introduction

9:00 Simulation

3:00 President’s address

3:30 Questionnaire administration

4:30 Ventilation period

4:45 Divisional debriefing and problem analysis

6:00 Wrap-up and preview of next day

Day 2

8:30 Divisional debrief and problem analysis, concluded

9:30 Survey results and mini—lectures
— Power and influence
— Organizational climate

11:00 Discussion of feedback and distribution of peer
evaluations

12:00 Lunch

1:00 Individual work: self-assessment and personal
development planning

3:00 Sharing plans in small groups

4:15 Wrap—up and program evaluation

4:45 Adjourn

_ _ _ _ _
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Listed below arc several other possible uses of the
simulation in training and educational settings. We suspect
that most of these uses would require ~.hrec to five tkainingdays , with one of those days devoted to the sirnula~~ on
its e l f .

Use as a Diagnostic and Feedback Tool

Looking Glass clearly provides a setting for generating
feedback on individual managerial behavior . Peer and ob-
server ratings can be generated in such areas as inter-
personal style , communication , problem solving and decision
making , innovation in business decisions , etc . The use of
an in—basket permits additional analyses of written communi-
cations. While onl y 7 of the 20 participants have subordi-
nates in live roles , 19 have a boss. Thus , Looking Glass is
a good setting for examining subordinate—b’oss relationships ,
but is less adequate for looking at boss—subordinate inter-
action . For those without live subordinates , written memos
do provide some data pertinent to boss-subordinate issues.
Since it is fairly common for subordinates to be qeoqraphi—
call y distan t f rom their bosses , these data can be extremely
relevant.

A major  advantage of Looking Glass as a diagnostic too l
is that the behavior of participants is embedded in a realis-
tic managerial context. A participant , for example , is not
r eceiving feedback on decision rnaking--(s)he is getting
feedback on how ( s )he  makes decisions in the context of other
managerial activities and obliga~tions. Managers often
describe themselves as jugglers, keeping many d i f f e r e n t
issues , problems, f i r e s, and responsibilit ies in the air all
at once. Looking Glass can provide information on how well
managers are doing this.

We suggest that t ra iners  using the simulation as a
diagnostic tool concentrate on : (1) collecting behavioral
da ta dur ing the simulat ion , ( 2) presenting these data to
par ticipan ts in understandable chunks , and ( 3 ) helping
managers interpret the data for themselves . It seems to us
that  real change will occur only if the ind iv idua l takes
responsibility for and is committed to the change. Trainers
can hel p byi working with individuals and groups to identify
areas of concern and to f ind  resources for  implementing
plans.

Diagnos tic uses of Looking Glass are l ikely to be its
most common application in organizational training settings.

• • • ---— , - -. -
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Later i n  U t  i ;~‘ct Lon , w~ w i l l t ake  a dt~t a i led look ~L some
learning a~;sumptions and outline a 

“qencric ’~ approach to
using the simulation as a lead into management development
sequences.

Use in the C lassroom )

It is our observa tion that many graduate programs
prepare studen ts for man ager ial and administra t ive jobs in
organiz ations without ever exposing them to the jobs they
will eventually hold. While we do not view Looking Glass as
a substitute for experience in real organizations , we th ink
it can serve a valuable role as an intermediate step . It
can serve as a common stimulus for students to confront
organizational problems while still in the classroom . Be-
cause it is common exper ience , and because the instructor
knows exactly what the issues are and how they were handled ,
Looking Glass provides an unu sual ly concrete data base for
examining major issues.

One such educational use would be as part of an MBA
curriculum. Good MBA programs provide exposure to organi-
zations throu gh case stud ies and/or computer simulations of
business problems . We feel that Looking Glass can comp le-
ment these approaches by put ting students in real istic
managerial roles in a fairly typical organizational setting.
It can be viewed as a live case st udy ,  and it puts f inancia l
decision making into the larger context of managerial work.

In thinkin g about Looking Glass in MBA or similar
programs , we felt that appropriate placement would be at the
end of the first year or third semester of a typical two—
year program . By th is  poin t, students will have a variety
of particu l a r i s t i c  sk i l l s  tha t they can try to implement
amidst the fragmentation , variety , and pace of the rnana—
qerial job. The simulation could be used in a pre and post
mode as well , permittinq assessment of learning during the
program .

Other graduate programs aimed at preparing individuals
for research careers might also use the simulation . Programs
in organ iza tional behavi or , organizational psychology or

• sociology , and industrial psychology are often long on
theory and method but short on “hands—on ” experience. A
majo r problem , of course, is that there are so many theoreti-
cal and methodological issues to master that experience must
be sacrificed or left up to the individual student to obtain
independen tly. We feel that Looking Glass can provide these

_ _ _
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students wi th a taste of mana gerial l i f e in an or gan iza tion
and can do so in an efficient way . Debriefing can focus on
organiza t iona l  issues as research problems , how well differ-
ent theories can explain what went on , how various concepts
mi ght be measured , and so on. As a side benefit, students
are exposed to simulation as a research method and can
analyze the pros and cons of this kind of tool.

Looking Glass could also serve a useful role in pro—
grams training organizational change agents. It can be used
as an experiential testing ground for intervention , its
control permitting assessment of how well the intervention
worked or what went wrong . Further , it could be used in
several different ways. For example , students might prac-
tice entry skills by t rying to gain access to Looking Glass
while it is being run by real managers. Or , they might
serve as consultants to Looking Glass during managerial runs.
Othe r exercises might require them to take the Looking Glass
materials , diagnose the company ’s organizat ional problems ,
design a change e f f o r t, and then actually implement the
change in a run of the simulation .

Our pretest runs , which included graduate students ,
educational administrators, bankers , Lnanufacturing managers ,
and government o f f i c i a l s, suggest that the value of the
simulation is not restricted to people interested in indus-
trial settings. Many aspects of management seem common to a
variety of organizational types, and managers from very
d i f fe ren t  sett ings have commented on the realism of the
simulation . We, therefore, think Looking Glass could be
used effectively in graduate programs in hospital , public ,
and educational administration .

It mi ght also serve an important funct ion in the
training of organizational systems designers. One criticism
of operations researchers and designers of management i’for-
mation systems, for  example , is that  they don ’t always
understand what information managers need , how they use it ,
and the constraints managers operate under . It would be
interesting to use the simulation as a device for teaching
(1) managers how to use these valuable staff resources , and
( 2 )  s t a f f  resource people how to work e f fec t ive ly  with line
managers. Because Looking Glass has a primitive (at best)
formal information system , it would be a fertile arena for
managers and s t a f f  to work together in designing a useful
Management Information System .

_ _ _   • —~~~~ .— -~~~~ - • -~~--
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Use in Team Building

By br inging intact work groups into the simulation ,
Looking Glass could be used as a diagnostic and team-building
vehicle. Because the problems and the context are realistic ,
the consultant can observe the management team in action.

• After establishing how the team currently works (hopefully
supplementing simul ation data with observations from back on

• the job), problems from the simulation might be replayed
using new strategies. In short , participants can practice
new skil ls  prior to t ry ing to implement them back on the
j ob.

Set ting Expectations for  New Manag~ers

Recent research on turnover (e.g., Wanous , 1977 ,
pp. 126—135) indicates that a major reason people leave new
jobs is that they had unrealistic expectations of what the
job would be like . This is probably especially true of
specialists who assume managerial roles for the first time.
The scientist—cum-manager is a classic example , since the
work patterns of the two jobs are dramatically different.
Whereas the scient is t  is of ten  a specialist, used to long
ref lect ive  periods and intense focus on on ly a few problems
at a time , the mana ger is usual ly  a general ist, with  l i t t le
reflective time and constant juggling of many prob1~ ”’s. The
simulation might serve to reduce this cul ture shock by
providing the would-be manager with a taste of what the
management job is like and how to prepare for it.

Crea t ing  Awaren ess

One personnel manager in a pretest run of the simula-
tion found himself in a manufacturing manager role. After
the simulation , he real ized that  he had put all the personnel
issues--his major areas of concern on the job--at the bottom
of his in-basket . He felt he had gained enormous insight
into problems he was having getting line managers to take
personnel issues seriously. His experience suggests a
variety of uses for Looking Glas~ as a role reversal , awareness—
generating experience. Trainers , personnel specialists , and
other s t a f f  peop le can become line mana gers for  a day ,
perhaps ga in in g an understanding of what it ’s like on that
side of the shop . Top executives can play lower management
roles to ref resh  their memories of what it ’s like to have
less influence. Line managers might take a shot at the
problems f a c i n g  a s t a f f  position like product development.

_ _ _  _ _ _  j
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Training Managers to be Change Agents

Manaqers are constantly creating change in their organi-
zat ions .  They reorganize , al ter st ructure , create and
change policies and procedures , ascign work , etc. Yet,
managers are seldom trained or even helped with this process.
McCall (Note 2) has ar gued that leadership can be viewed as
a design problem , and that by th ink ing  like designers ,
managers might be more effective . Looking Glass could be a
vehicle for helping mana gers think more systematically about
change. After running the company , for example , they migh t
analyze the s tructure , procedures , policies, etc . ,  with a
goal of redesigning Looking Glass. They might be asked to
think about the different environments facing the divisions
and assess the existing structure against the environmental
demands. They might be asked to examine the different
functional  responsibilities and consider how s tructural
changes might affect the way they got information and solved
problems. As a final exercise , they might run Looking Glass
again , implement ing whatever changes they had des igned .

Use in Skill Bui ld ing

Because Look ing Glass is holistic, many managerial
skills are required for a participant to function effec-
tively. As was mentioned earlier , the simulation can be
used to diagnose skill strengths and weaknesses. It can
also be used to build skills.  For example , specific rele-
vant problems related to skill areas might be selected from
the simulation materials.  These could be expanded into case
studies, role plays , behavior modeling tapes , and so on to

• permit extended skills practice. By running the simulation
• af te r  skill development , the problems and similar issues

could be tackled by the now—trained managers . More than
jus t  practice or assessment , however , the simulation would
require managers to use their new skills in the context of
the other aspects of management work . This could facilitate
tr a n s f e r  of ski l ls  back to the job , where many processes and
skills are called upon simultaneously.

• Tra in ing  mi ght be accomplished around i n f r equent but
highly important problems. Air crew training, for  example ,
has long used simulations to develop skills in dealing with
infrequent but important events. Similar uses might be
found for Looking Glass as a managerial training tool.
Crises could be added (see p. 60) so that managers could
look intensively at their responses and the consequences.
The management team might then focus on building contingency
plans  for  real world problems , designing training for new
manag ers , and so forth.



109

Use in ‘rrai n inq  Needs i d e n t i f i c a t i o n

One of the toughest problems faced by training depart-
ments is the identification of primary training needs within
the organi zat ion.  Training time and resources are usually
limited , so a natural goal is to optimize programming around
major needs. Often , needs analysis is based on personal
observation , the opinions of a few key managers , or a survey
study. Our experience with Looking Glass suggests that it
may be a powerful  tool for  diagnosing t raining needs because
it allows the trainers to observe how managers approach a
wide variety of problems and issues.

Several different samples of managers might be selected
from various parts of the organization . Each group could be
observed to diagnose its particular needs , and behavioral
observation in the simulation could be supplemented with
more traditiona l survey methods. After several samples had
gone through the simula tion , trainers might have both a
better idea of what the training needs are and enough obser-
vat ions to begin develop ing t ra ining curricula to work on
them . The simulation might also be used later to assess the
impact of tra in ing by seeing whether or not trained managers
can , in f ac t, handle the particular problems more effectively.

Needless to say, the list of possible uses for a 3imu—
lation of this type could go on. We hope that the ideas
presented here will stimulate other ideas and that people
will try them out. In conjunction with human resource
executives in several f i rms , we are current ly developing
programs for diagnostic training uses of the simulation . In
the next section we will share some of our preliminary
thoughts, based on our experience during the developmental
runs of Looking Glass.

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •.~~~~~~~~~ — •- •~~-
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Anj~pproach to Tra inin~j with simulation

The managerial job is tough and complex . Equally tough
is training individuals to do such jobs. Training resources
are usually tight , particularly managers ’ time to partici-
pate in training programs. Trainers are further hamstrung
by the lack of knowledge about what effective managers do--a
lack of knowledge reflecting the current state of the art in
leadership research. Given that trainers are seldom in a
position to tell managers “how to do it,” their task becomes
helping managers learn for themselves . Doing this suggests
a training paradigm involving: (1) creating a setting in
which managers behave , (2) generating valid feedback on the
effects of the behavior, (3) facilitating interpretation of
the feedback and exploration of alternative ways of behaving,
and (4) exposure to relevant learning opportunities and
practice. We feel that Looking Glass is a setting in which
managers do behave typically and in which they deal with a
variety of important managerial issues. It is, therefore, a
useful device for initiating the process described above.
Precisely because it is holistic and broad , it is a logical
introduction to a larger management development sequence.

Our bias , then , is to focus management development on
helping managers learn how to learn . This means helping
them hone their own skills for generating feedback , inter-
preting it , and changing behavior . This goal is compatible
with a simple training model (based on work by Kolb , Rubin , &
McIntyre, 1971 , p. 355) as the following:

ENTRY—_) EXPERIENCE—~ REFLECTION—4CONCEP TUALI ZATION —~SKILL
• DEVELOPMENT

& PRACTICE

This approach can be examined by means of a hypotheti-
cal example. Below we will outline an introductory program
for a corporate management development sequence . The pro-
gram is designed around the five phases shown in the model ,
with Looking Glass as the experience phase.

Entry

The entry phase involves up-front contracting between
participants and t ra iners .  It is a process of clarif yi n g

_ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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what the training experience is all about , exploring the
goals and needs of both par t ici pants  and t r a ine r s, and

• creating the kind of environment in which learn ing  can take
place. We do not fee l  tha t  development is done to managers ;
they are ultimately responsible for developing themselves.
The trainer can provide an environment , experiences , data ,
al ternatives , and counseling. Defining this role , and
placing responsibility for learning squarely on the shoul- )
ders of the learner , is the major goal of the entry phase.

The goal of this hypothetical program is to help mana-
gers look at their own behavior , diagnose that behavior , and
plan for their own development. The entry phase , therefore,
is a period of contracting in which this goal is made

• explicit  and pa r t i c ipan t s  make an informed choice about
participating in the program. This means that the kind of
experience planned, the nature of the data to be collected ,
conf iden t i a lity , ownership , the use of the data , and the
consequences of attendance need to be spelled out prior to
individual commitments to the program . In short , partici-
pation should be voluntary and informed . These issues
should be addressed as individuals are invited to partici-
pate , usually a few weeks before the program starts.

Even though the nature of the program has been spelled
out beforehand , there is another crucial entry phase. Diag-
nostic experiences , be they at the doctor ’s o f f i c e  or in a
traininq program , often raise anxiety . We feel that the
simulation should be preceded by a short warm-up session the
ni ght before it starts. This might be a cocktail party/
business meeting in which : (1) participants have time to
meet each other and the staff , (2) the goals and schedule of
the program are reviewed , and participants are given a
chance to input and the choice to withdraw , (3) participants
are asked to think about their learning objectives for the
next few days (perhaps writing them down for future reference)
and (4) the simulation itself is introduced .

Several events may take place prior to this evening
session . These could take the form of questionnaire adminis-
t r a t i on  to subordina tes of par ti c ipan t s, providing partici-
pants with part of their in—basket and their role assignments
(see Administration), etc. The evening will then make more
sense as the participants meet the people in the other
simulated roles and hear about the corporation they will
run. It will also serve to reduce the “getting acquainted”
period at the beginnin g of a simulation when participants do
not know one another.

_  _  • —~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •—• •~~~ • •
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The entry phase concludes the next morning when Looking
Glass procedures are explained, including how to make phone
calls , send memos , and so forth .

Experience

The experience phase has as its major goal the genera-
tion of behavior . We believe that Looking Glass can serve
this function effectively and validly ,  providing a much more
realistic behavior sample than most other devices of its
ilk.

For the next six hours, the twenty participants manage
the corporation . During this period , observers collect data
on the managerial variables of interest. Trainers and ob-
servers should resist any temptation to interview or to
interact with participants during the simulation run . Any
such actions are likely to change participant behavior ,
possibly reducing the power of the experience.

At the end of the simulation , immediately following the
President ’s Address , the participants fill out a variety of
questionnaires.  These might include ratings of their peers,
climate and power measures , and questionnaires on how indi-
viduals solved problems, how much information they had , and
so on. These data will be summarized and given back later
in the program.

Reflection

Understanding one ’s behavior requires a period of
• reflection and feedback , in which a participant can mull

over what happened and share information with others.  This
is a critical phase if the responsibil i ty for learning is
really the learner ’s. It is the participant who must deal
with the impact of his or her behavior , and the t rainer ’s
main responsibility is to see to it that the learner has
valid data to work with.

Following the questionnaire session , each division of
Looking Glass meets separately with its observers and a
trainer (the President goes to the division he or she worked
most closely with). An unstructured period follows where
participants talk about their experience and their reactions
to it. This provides an opportunity for them to ventilate--
a necessary phase before participants are ready to come to
grips with the issues. Expect , at this point, to hear some

~ 
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attacks by some participants on the simulation . Some of
these will be legitimate concerns about artificiality ,
others may be various forms of denial. We suggest that the
t ra iner  simply l isten and ref lect  fee l ings——at tempt ing  to
defend the s imulat ion dur ing  the venti lat ion period will
only exacerbate any defensiveness already present. It has
been our experience that the debriefing/training experience
to follow will vindicate the simulation.

Once the participants have had a chance to air their
reactions, the group should turn to specific issues. There
is generally a lot of interest in “How did I do?,” and we
recommend a structured group discussion of how the division
tackled problems. After trying this several ways, we prefer
to let division members take the lead by first listing (on
f l ip charts)  what they considered the most important prob-
lems facing their division and their particular position.
After the listing, the group can choose the problems that
most chal lenged them and t rack them through. We have asked
such quest ions as: Who first recognized the problem? Who
defined i t? Who had informat ion  related to the problem?
How much of the information was brought together? Wha t
alternatives were considered? Who finally made a decision?
What was the decision? How did others feel about it?

The day ends by bringing all the participants back
together for a general discussion. Sometimes participants
feel a letdown after the divisional meetings because they
made some mistakes. The final group session aims at ending
the day on an upbeat note, asking participants to reflect
overnight on what they did and what they might hope to learn
during the rest of the program. This can be accomplished by
informal small group meetings or by individual written
assignments.

The second day begins the reflective period in earnest.
During the day , participants receive data describing their
behavior during the simulation . This includes peer ratings
and survey data collected after the simulation , information
collected from back—home settings, problem lists and alter-
native solutions from the managerial positions they held ,
etc. It will probably require a full day to explain the
data , give them back , and facilitate individual and group
analys is .

Conceptualization

It can be diffic ult for participants to digest , much
less interpret , all the data fed back during the reflection

4
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phase. The training staff can serve a useful f unction by
help ing par t ic ipants conceptualize. This may take the form
of presenting theoretical frameworks , individual counseling ,
or group facilitation . The conceptualization phase has as
its major goals: (1) putting the data together so that
meaning ful patterns can be seen , and (2) helping partici-
pants evaluate what’s good , what ’s bad , what can be changed ,
and what change priorities make sense. Again , the emphasis
is on helping the learner make informed choices-—to help
others exercise their responsibility for learning.

The third day of the program, then , consists of a
series of structural exercise and staff presentations to aid
participants in identifying their managerial strengths and
weaknesses. Once identified and refined , the streng ths and
weaknesses can be used to set change priorities and develop
practical change strategies.

If the program is not to include skill building, the
staff would end the day by presenting training opportunities
available within the company or through outside agents and
working with individuals to match their needs with various
options.

Skill Development and Practice

The last phase , skill development and practice , can be
visualized as a smorgasbord of options available to individ-
uals. The first four phases were diagnostic , the last phase
involves change. The cafeteria of opportunities may include
things like formal training modules in specific skill areas ,
job change and transfer , career counseling , and exposure to
new experiences.

One way to use Looking Glass in skill development is to
replay selected par ts  of the s imulat ion. For example , a
small group of managers might meet to solve the integrated
circuits problem , th i s  time wi th  complete information and no
d i s t r ac t i ons .  A series of these experiences might  help
individuals clarify further their strengths and weaknesses ,
as well as aid in generating alternative approaches to
various management issues. The small groups would emphasize
learning from each other.

The initial three- to five-day program would be followed
by on-the-job follow-up, other training programs , and m di-
vidual help with developmental plans. It is critically
important that Looking Glass be integrated into an ongoing
sequence if its initial use is as a diagnostic tool.
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Program Schedule

A schedule for the program outlined above might look
like the following :

TIME ACTIVITY PHASE

2-3 weeks prior Description of program Entry
and invitation sent

10 days prior Questionnaires sent to Entry
participants for self—
report and subordinate
report

7 days prior Role assignments and pre- Entry
work packets sent

evening before Cocktail party/business Entry
meeting contracting
and introduction

Day 1 Looking Glass simulation Experience
and data collection

Ventilation period Reflection
Divisional problem Reflection

an a ly S iS
Homework Reflect ion

Day 2 Data feedback and explana— Reflect ion and
tions conceptualization

Day 3 In terpre ta t ion and change Conceptualization
strategies

Presentation of options

Day 4 Tra in i ng and skil ls Skil l development
practice and practice

A program of this type , based on a model that emphasizes
personal developmen t, is not the only use for Looking Glass
nor is it appropriate for all training objectives. Even
when individ ual development is the primary objective ,
trainers will disair~ v abo~~t what models of learning are
most effic acious. I~ is not our intention to do a lot of
philosophizing about tr a 1 i ~in ~~. The issues involved in
training inter :~ rtions rir;e b t ~r. elaborated elsewhere (e.g.,
Arqyris and Schoen , l~~75) m d  debated in the literature for

I 
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some time . It seems that Lookin~ GL~ss h i s  n icely ~~~~
models emphasizind individual re ; •n~~ibi lit ~ fo r L~~rn.i nq ,
and the va lues  e~~bedded in such 1uodcls fee l i to n;. We
fully r e c o g n i z e  that many o r g a n i zat i o n s  n i v e  some “

~~~~ i~~~~~~

line ” training (the e q u i v a l e n t  of a u n i v e r si t y ’ s c > r~
curriculum) that must be done , b u t  ~~ do net t h i n k  t h i t
management development can resi~~e ulti~ i~~tel y in ywher~ :~~t :r
the managers then~sclves.

The bvoethetical program outlined above is ck a n y
aimed at indicidual velopment. The training is focused
on generating ‘~alid data , oiving it to e~;rtici~~ants in
u n d e r s t a ndabl e f orm s , hel p ing  p a r t i c i p a n t s  d r a w  i n fer e n c e s
about what it ~eanz , and showing ~.riat kind of ~;eip the
participants can get if they want to chan~ e. Because the
program is diagnostic , the data collected arc critically
important. Looking Glass will generate them , but the
training staff :~ust find ways to measure them . Several such
strateg ies are sL;qgested in the research section of this
report.

Miscellaneous Observations

The last three runs of Looking Glass included a one—day
training program after the simulation. Conducting these
sessions with staffs from the organizatons involved , we
learned a fe~ th inqs about the simulation ’ s power , the kinds
of reactions to c~:pect , and the k inds of qua l i f icat ions
trai ners should have.

Perhaps the most significant thing we learned is that
Looking Glass is a awerful experience. when Looking Glass
is coupled with peer and observer feedback to individuals
and with an analysis of management decisions , participants
may learn some disconcerting thinas about their management
practices. Unlike eany other training exerc ises, Looking
Glass is based on realistic managerial challenges. A mana-
ger who f i n ds out (s)h e  caused a d iv i s ion  to m ish a n d l e its
ma jor problecs is going to feel some pain. Participants who
are cur rent ly dissati s f i ed wi th  t h e i r  car eers or jobs or
company may face up tc these concern s as a result of Looking
Glass. FortunatcL:, we alwa ys had people on hand who were
professional ly  qua l i f i e d  to deal wi th su ch situ a t ions , and
we were able to tarn concern into a uscf~~l learning experi-
ence. The point , of course , is that this simulation is not
a neutral or easily dismissed experience . The training
staff must be ~~r c p : ~~ ed to help people deal with some funda-
mental issue:-;, an d  must be avai lable to provide individual
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counseling i f neces sary. This is not a nicety or an optional
extra. In each of the three runs , at least two managers
needed staff help durinq the training session or at a later
date . With  one exception , the issues they were working on
were job—related or connected with career pathing.

Because the s imula t ion  can be so powerful , par t ic ipants
should be volunteers and should know in advance what will
happen dur ing  the t r a i n i n g  program . Further , the training
s t a f f  should try to screen out potential participants who
seem to be under unusua l  s t ra in  in their jobs or personal
lives. Finally, qualified training staff should be available
(i.e., not essential at every moment to the ongoing training
activities) to participants if need arises. The staff
should also be alert to participants showing stress during
the simulation run. These people should be taken aside
during a break period to find out what is going on.

We also sugges t that the training staff review all
feedback before it is returned to the participants. This
will permit staff to anticipate who is going to get some bad
news and to prepare strategies for turning the situation
into a positive learning experience.

The possibility of an intense reaction by a few partici-
pants should not discourage trainers nor scare them away.
Being effective is important to managers , and negative feed-
back will hurt. But the managerial job involves so many
skills and activities that no one will receive all bad news.
Some managers may , however , become so preocc upied with
newly-seen shortcomings tha t  they ignore the good things
they did. The trainers should ensure that positives and
negatives are put in proper context and help the partici-
pants see how they can improve those things that need
improving. it is this high level of concern that makes real
learning and change possible.

Another observation from our trial runs is that par-
ticipants ’ behav ior s during training after the simulation
are valid data for learning. If helping people learn how to
learn is a major ob je ct ive in training, what people do
durinq training is direct behavioral evidence of how effec-
tively they are learning . It may be useful to stop the
formal training process from time to time to have partici-
pants introspect on their here—and—now learning behavior .
Peer ratings of how effectively people are using the feed-
back they have gotten might also be useful.

We ’ve also noticed that almost every participant will
have one or more “a-haY experiences during the simulation .

S
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These art ot ten forgotten as the sin~uLit ion gues eli , yet  can
be r(cov ( :eu if the right trigger is tound durin g the de—
briet in .j . ~

‘e, theretore , urge a atr ~ nj aneheriri q of training
points in actual materials and events f rom the simulation .
This should start immediately after the simulition , prefera-
bly durin; divisional debriefs outlined on pages 112—113.
Par ticipants might also be asked to reflect on peak noments ,
writing down the things that stood out most during the
simulation . We do not recommend that the simulation itself
be interrupted fo r purposes of recording “a—ha’s. ” This
tends to get the participants out of role , thereby damaging
the validity of their in-role managerial behavior. A much
more effec tive strategy is to have participants go over the
materials they generated during the simulation after it is
over. This will se rve as a useful prod to specific events
and can be done without altering behavior during the action
i t s e l f .

Looking Glass is not easy to debrief. Precisely
beca use it preserves much of ~he complexity of man agerial
jobs , interpreting or even capturing individual behavior is
diffic ult. We feel that the potential learning outcomes are
well worth the extra effort required of the training staff.
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Future Directions

We are currently working closely with several practi-
tioners to develop some of the themes covered in this
section and to turn them into practical training realities.
We hope to collect data on how various strategies work and
share both the designs and the results with the professional
community. As various organizations begin using the simu-
lation, the Center for Creative Leadership hopes to act as a
clearinghouse for their experiences as well as a source for
creating networks among researchers and practitioners with
mutual interests.

_ 
- ~- t - - .,- ,- ~~~~~~~-~-~
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Administration

Administration of Looking Glass, in a larger sense,
includes all aspects of the research or training program in
which the simulation is embedded . As was pointed out in
Sections II and III, however, Looking Glass has a variety of
uses, and it would be impossible to detail here all the ad-
ministrative combinations and permutations involved. In-
stead, this section will focus on the step-by-step adminis-
tration of the simulation itself without training or research
additions.

As we said earlier, Looking Glass can be viewed as a
standardized stimulus for producing managerial behavior in a
realistic organizational context. This section is designed
to maintain that standardization regarding administration .
Certainly both simulation content and administrative pro-
cedures will evolve over the next few years, and it is
important that these changes, particularly as they impact on
the integrity of the simulation , be carefully controlled and
docum ented. Potential users should plan to contact a member
of the development team at the Center for Creative Leader-
shipl prior to building a program around Looking Glass. The
actual simulation materials , contained in Volumes II, III,
IV, V, and VI of this series, are not available without such
a contact. Briefings on the simulation and/or entr~ to
actual runs can be arranged for interested potential users.

After describing the basic materials required to run
Looking Glass, this section progresses sequentially , through
the preliminary activities, the setup, the introduction , the
run itself, and the closing-up of the simulation. Liberal
use has been made of appendices containing sample forms ,
outlines, lists, diagrams, etc. The following outline may
help the user find particular parts of the section:

1Michael Lombardo, Morgan McCall, or David DeVries, Center for
Creative Leadership, P. 0. Box P-l, Greensboro, N.C. 27402.
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Elements Required to Run the Simulation

Running Looking Glass requires the following elements:

— A staff to run the simulation , consisting
of a minimum of two people and additional
personnel as dictated by the research and
training needs;

- A group of participants;
— Actual simulation materials, consisting of
prework packets for each role and the in—
basket materials;

— A site adequate to provide a separate work
area for each participant, a conference
area, a staff area, and rooms for debrief ing/
training;

— Assorted paraphernalia for each desk, in-
cluding pens, note pads, in—basket, memo
paper, etc.;

— A communication system (telephone or inter-
com) permitting each participant to call
every other participant and to contact staff.
ghosts (optional, but highly recommended);

— A set of Manuals:

Volume I: Looking Glass, Inc.: An
Organizational Simulation

Volume II: The Advanced Products Division
Volume III: The Commercial Glass Division
Volume IV: The Industrial Glass Division
Volume V: Controller ’s Manual
Volume VI: Problem Lists 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Phase I: Preliminaries

I-A. Choosing a staff

If no telephone system is used and no systematic obser-
vation is planned, Looking Glass can be run by two people.
Between them, they must: (1) handle mail pickup and deliv-
ery, (2) respond to requests for additional information , and
(3) circulate enough to identify participants with potential
need for special counseling . We do not recommend a staff of
two, particularly if a meaningful debriefing is planned . If
a manual telephone system is used, a mimimum staff of three
is required (since one person will be tied up with the
phones).

The recommended staff is five:

— A head administrator to coordinate mail delivery ,
answer requests, fill in for observers , and handle
unexpected events;

— A telephone operator to monitor and record calls and
to take information requests for staff;

— One observer per division.

All staff should be familiar with the content of the
simulation. The head administrator and the telephone
operator should be familiar with all three divisions so they
can make sense of information requests and provide the V

information requested . It is useful for all observers to be
familiar with all three divisions, but they should be
intimately familiar with the materials for the division they
are observing. It is suggested that all staff participate
in (or at least observe) the simulation at least once prior V

to running it.

Observers , of course, should be trusted by the partici-
pants and thoroughly trained . The nature of that training
would be determined by research or training objectives.
Because Looking Glass is a free simulation , observers will
have difficulty following the action if they are not famil-
iar with the materials for  the division they are observing.

Additional observers can be used , but we recommend no
more than three per division. The presence of more than
that can cause serious participant distraction .

At least one staff member must be qualified to provide
individual counseling should it be necessary . There should

-- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- - - - ~~~~~~~~~~ - - - - - - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -
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be enough slack in staff assignments to free this person
should a participant require immediate attention . Our prior
experience indicates that participant problems emerge after
the simulation, but there are clear signs during the run.
All observers should be sensitive to anyone exhibiting
stress and should forewarn the counselor (s).

I-B. Selecting and assigning participants

Choice of participants is determined primarily by V

research or training objectives. Looking Glass is designed
to run with 20 participants, and no live role is easily V

omitted. Given the inevitability of last-minute cancella-
tions, we suggest finding an additional one or two people to
serve as backups. These people should be ready to partici-
pate on a moment’s notice.

The power of the simulation dictates two restrictions
on choice of participants. First, participation should be
voluntary , and a complete description of the overall program
and its purpose should be given to all candidates. The
description should also include: (1) what will be done with
the data, (2) who will be serving on the staff, (3) whether
participants ’ superiors or subordinates will be involved ,
(4) whom to contact for further information , (5) a statement
that no penalty is attached to non-participation , (6) a warn-
ing that the experience can be stressful, and (7) what par-
ticipants can expect to gain from being in the program.

Second, the staff should make every effort to screen
out potential participants who are having serious personal
or work problems. This can be accomplished through personal
interviews and by contacting participants ’ superiors.

Assignment of participants to roles is a function of
research or training goals (see Sections II and III). We

— typically preserve relative hierarchical status , as in the
back-home organization , by assigning more senior executives
to the more senior positions in Looking Glass. The roles of
the President, the Vice—Presidents , and the Directors of
Manufacturing are the most demanding.

I-C. Choosing a site

There are three basic requirements for a site for the
simulation : (1) It should be totally removed -from interrup—
tions connected with participants ’ real jobs, (2) it should

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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be adequate to provide a separate work area for each par—
ticipant, and (3) tbere should be space for observers and
staff.

The key to an effective physical layout is psycho-
logical space. Each participant should feel that he or she
has a private work area. We have successfully used tempo-
rary dividers strategically placed in large rooms. We do
not recommend using private offices since participants tend
to close the doors to observers.

In addition to 20 separate desks or tables, there
should be a conference area available to participants on a 

V

first-come, first-served basis (equipped with a flip chart)
and an area for staff (where they can operate the switch-
board, respond to information requests, handle mail, record
observations, etc.). It is an advantage if the site pro-
vides easy access to lunch facilities.

Appendix A contains two floor plans we have used
successfully in earlier runs. Training and debriefing needs
can be met by using one large room for whole—company dis—
cussions and three smaller rooms for divisional meetings.
One very large meeting room would be adequate if it could be
sectioned off. The rooms in which the simulation is run can
serve debriefing purposes as well.

I-D. Preparing and sending prework packets

At least one week before the simulation , participants
should receive the prework materials described in Appendix B
(the memo code numbers listed refer to the materials as they
appear in Volumes II-IV). These materials give participants
some basic information about the company and its products
and some specific information about their particular roles.
These packets cannot be sent until participants have agreed
to participate in the program and have been assigned to a
particular role (qualified users can obtain a master of all
prework material and a prework checklist from the Center for
Creative Leadership).

I—E. Assembling in-basket materials

The in-basket materials are the core of Looking Glass
and contain all the information participants will have when
the simulation starts. The contents of the in-baskets,
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averaging about 35 items for each of the 20 roles , are memos
and letters on a variety of subjects. Each piece has number
and letter codes for administrative use (see Appendix C).
Each in-basket includes memos/letters sent to the position
and copies of memos sent from that position. All of the
materials in the in—basket are color—coded for easy identi—
fication . Materials originating from the Corporate Offices,
the Office of the President, or outside Looking Glass are
printed on white paper; materials originating from within
the Commercial Glass Division on green paper; from within
the Industrial Glass Division on blue paper; and from within V

the Advanced Products Division on yellow paper. The color—
coding facilitates mail delivery and sorting of the materials
for research or training uses.

Qualified users can obtain a Master Set of all in—
basket materials from the Center for Creative Leadership.
Appendix C contains samples of in—basket items, complete
instructions for reproducing the Master Set, and an abbre-
viated example of the By-Position Master Checklist.

All in-basket materials for each division , arranged by
code number and category , are in Volumes II, III, and IV of
this series. Each staff member will want appropriate vol—
umes for reference.

- - - -— - - V _ -V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -
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Phase II: Setup

Il-A. Scheduli~~

Looking Glass is designed to run for six continuous
hours (but can be lengthened by half an hour without seri-
ously affecting outcomes). It should not be broken into
segments spread across several days. Introducing the
simulation requires an additional hour (unless the intro-
duction begins the night before; see Phase III: Introduc—
tion and Start-up).

Scheduling is important because some meetings, such as
those between Plant Managers and their superiors and the
President ’s Address, are prescheduled on the simulation
materials (see Appendix D for these memo numbers).

A suggested schedule for a run of Looking Glass is
printed below:

8:00 Introduction

9:00 Simulation begins

9:45 Switchboard opens

10:00 First mail pickup

11:15 Second mail pickup

12:00—1:00 Lunch

1:15 Third mail pickup

2:15 Fourth mail pickup

3:00 President ’s Address and
question/answer period

3:30 Simulation ends; question-
naires distributed

4:30 Debriefing begins

V ~~V 
_ V V
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The introduction is discussed at length under Phase III
(see pp. 134—140). From 9:00 to 9:45 the participants are
urged to work at their desks, reading and organizing their
in—baskets. When a manual phone system is used , it does not
operate during this period so participants will not be
interrupted by premature calls. Mail pickups (followed by
mail deliveries as quickly as sorting is done) are scheduled
for 10:00 , 11:15, 1:15 , and 2:15. The exact timir~g of these
act ivi t ies  is not critical, as long as memos are picked up
and delivered frequently .

Lunch during the simulation, as it is in real organi-
zat ions , is not a separate event. The organization goes on
during that period , and participants may choose to meet over
lunch , eat at a different time, etc. They are told that
lunch will be available on—site between certain times and
are left to their own devices. The ideal site will have a
lunch room conveniently located . It is best to avoid sites
where participants will have to leave the premises for
lunch.

The President’s Address is the last event of the simu—
lation and is scheduled at the end of six running hours.
It is supposed to last 15 minutes , but if there are many
questions after the talk , an additional 15 minutes may be
needed .

The period immediately following the President ’s —

Address is devoted to collecting paper-and—pencil data for
research and/or training purposes. These data should be
collected from the participants while events are still fresh
in their minds and before they are discussed with others.
The amount of time required will depend on the number and
complexity of the instruments used . We recommend that it be
l imited to an hour or less.

After the questionnaires are completed , the debriefing
can begin. As mentioned in Section III of this manual , we
strongly suggest starting with an unstructured discussion in
divisional groups to let participants air their feelings and
reactions.

The schedule outlined here can be adjusted easily to
fit with practical constraints on start , lunch , and stopping
times. Once the basic schedule is established , remember to
enter the correct times on copies of the memos listed in
Appendix D.

— - -- -V -V - - _ - -V-—-- - - -  -~~~~~_ - - _
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Il-B. Office supplies and desk setup

Part of preserving reality in a simulation is to keep
things familiar. The individual desks in Looking Glass are
made somewhat realistic through office accoutrements , in—
cluding in—baskets, pens, paper , blotters, ashtrays, paper

• 
clips, desk plates, and so forth. A diagram of a typical
Looking Glass desk can be found in Appendix E, along with a V

complete list of the items we have used in the past. —

Samples of the format of Looking Glass NCR paper and routing
slips are includcJ also.

We have tried to create some status differences by
manipulating accoutrements. Higher level executives have
fancier pen sets, ashtrays, blotters, etc., than do lower
level executives. If the site permits , we also place higher
status offices in nicer locations, taking advantage of
windows, carpets, and the like. In one run , for example,
the top executive suite was set up in the one room with a
fireplace, exposed beams, and carpeting. The rest of the
executives were assigned to traditional classrooms.

All in—basket materials (memos sent to the position
and the folder containing memos sent from the position)
should be placed in the “IN” tray of the in—basket.

Position titles should be affixed to office partitions
so that visitors can identify office incumbents. A floor
plan should be drawn up indicating where the various execu-
tives are located and their telephone numbers (if a phone

• 
system is used). This diagram should be distributed during
the introduction.

Il-C. The telephone system

The telephone is a very important part of a manager ’s V

life, and we highly recommend use of a phone system with the
simulation. This is not essential, but it creates an air of
reality and is a very useful way for participants to contact
the outside world and ghost roles.

The phone system we have used is an ancient, manually—
operated switchboard connecting 20 standard telephones. The
operator depresses switches to connect parties, takes infor-
mation requests, and logs calls. Automatic recording devices
tape each conversation . Conference calls can be arranged.
This system cost us about $1,000.00 and has yielded maximum
flexibility in terms of data recording . Further information
on construction of such a system can be obtained from Center
staff.

L V
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Setting up this phone system takes two people about
three hours. Wires must be laid out (and taped down to
prevent accidents) and all circuits must be tested . Each
participant is assigned a phone number which is printed on —

the organization chart and on the floor plan.

I

- i
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Phase III: Introduction and Start—up

The introduction is a critical transition period. It
is during this time that managers begin moving from their
real—world jobs into executive positions at Looking Glass.
The importance of this entry phase has been emphasized by
our early runs, and we now recommend beginning the intro-
duction during an informal session the night before the
simulation starts (see Section III, p. 111). Since we have
not yet tried this format, the procedures used to introduce
Looking Glass on the morning of a run will be described

• here. Those aspects that would be covered in an evening
session are marked with an asterisk (* ) .  A summary outline
of the introduction , as we have used it in the past, can be
found in Appendix F.

p
Ill—A. Welcome*

As participants arrive, they should be given both a
name tag and a position tag to wear. It is important that
they begin immediately to associate each other with their
roles in Looking Glass, so these tags should be worn through-
out the simulation. (It is wise to prepare a duplicate set
of position tags, as some are invariably lost or forgotten.)

When all participants have arrived , an official welcome
should be given by a well—known and respected organizationalp figure. If this person has been through the simulation
previously ,  his or her remarks will further enhance partici—
pant involvement with the program.

Ill-B. Introductions*

All staff members , their organization affiliations , and
their roles during the program should be introduced . Any
outsiders present (and their reasons for being there) should
be introduced at this time. Then the participants should
introduce themselves, describing both their current jobs and
their  jobs at Looking Glass.

p

p 
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Ill-C. Linkages*

Participants should be informed about the program ’s
origin , why they were chosen to participate, and how they
were assigned to roles.

III-D. Objectives*

1. Overview

The overall program outline should be summarized
(and/or handed out) and the schedule for the day
reviewed . Do not give a lot of details on the
simulation schedule; simply say, “The simulation
will end at about 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
, then we will .... “

Be sure to let them know when they will adjourn.

2. Brief History of the Simulation

The participants should be informed in general
terms that the simulation is based on real events
and that the challenges facing them as managers
are typical. They should respond as they would
back on the job.

Emphasis should be placed on the fact that :
( 1) there are no tricks intended, (2 )  no one has -:

been assigned to disrupt , (3) we are not “setting
them up, ” (4) the simulation is a day in the life
of the corporation , and (5) the participants are
the top management team.

3. Observers and Feedback

The nature of the data to be collected by ob-
servers should be explained in general terms.
Particular emphasis should be placed on how
the data are going to be used. Issues of
confidentiality should be placed up front.

It should be made explicit that observers “do V

not exist. ” They cannot answer questions.
Participants should do their best to ignore the
observers, and the observers will try to stay
out of the way . -

Finally , participants should be given some idea
of what feedback they wil l  receive. Detail is

_ _ _
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not required , but participa nts  should have a
feeling for what they stand to gain by taking
the program seriously.

4. Coals

Participants and observers have slightly dif-
ferent goals. Participants should strive to
behave as they normally would as managers in an
organization . Observel3 will try to record
what happens so it can be looked at later on.
All are hoping to learn from the experience.

III-E. Looking Glass, Inc.*

Even though the prework packets contain extensive
background information , the company should be described
during the introduction. It should be pointed out that
Looking Glass is a major glass company with sales of about
$200 million. The history of the company (see memo CORP-i)
should also be summarized .

By showing an overhead of the organization chart, it is
easy to review the three divisions, their product lines, and
the positions the participants occupy. Point out that other

V positions in the company not shown on the chart can be
reached by memo or phone.

Close this part of the introduction by reminding the
participants that the Plant Manager of Glass Piping has
resigned and that the Director of Manufacturing in IGD is
temporarily in charge of that plant. Also point out that
the remaining Plant Managers from all divisions are at
corporate headquarters (in the city in which the simulation
is being run) for the day on their routine, bi-monthly visit
(this point should be stressed because the plants are geo-
graphically spread and participants sometimes think the
Plant Managers are not physically present). They have
brought materials from their back—home in-baskets with them
to Corporate. Also , emphasize that all positions are
executive level. Plant Managers , for example , make $40—
70,000 a year and are in charge of multimillion dollar
manufacturing operations.

The overview of the company should not cover any of the
problems in the company , its financial condition , or other
information contained in the in—baskets. Its purpose is
simply to ensure that all participants are famil iar  with
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basic corporate products and the organization chart. Ques-
tions should not be encouraged , and those going beyond
information in the prework materials should be avoided
(e.g., “I think that will be clear after we get started.”).

Ill—F. Procedures

This part of the introduction describes in detail how
things work in Looking Glass. Props will be extremely use-
ful, and we suggest gathering the following items for demon-
stration purposes: a sample of the handout of the floor
plan , showing the locations of the offices (with phone
numbers), the conference area, restrooms, drinking facili-
ties, classrooms, etc.; samples of NCR memo paper, in all
four colors; samples of routing slips; a sample of the
Procedures handout (see Appendix H). (This should be handed
out at the beginning of the procedures discussion so partici—
pants can take notes.)

1. Before explaining procedures , be sure to verify
that participants are wearing both a name and a
title tag. Remind them that they should wear
these tags throughout the day.

2. Offices

Explain that each participant has an office
and hand out the floor plan . Point out that
each desk contains the usual items, including
memo paper, an in-basket, message pads, paper
clips, routing slips, etc.

On their desks, participants will find in—
baskets containing today ’s mail. This includes
memos and letters t~~them, as well as copies
of things they have sent to other participants.
Things sent to other roles will  have arrived
already this morning.

The switchboard (or the office , if there is no
manually—operated phone system) will not open
for 45 minutes (from the scheduled start of the
simulation). Explain that the managers have
come in early and should use that quiet time
to fami l ia r ize  themselves with the in—baskets.

Participants are free to write on any of the
materials.

--V - -~~  -- -- - --V --V --V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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3. Using the Telephone

If a telephone or intercom system is used ,
participants should have it explained fully
to them. Mention that the phone will be
closed during the designated lunch hour (if
it is manually operated).

4. Using the Mail System

A lot of staff headaches will be saved if mail
procedures are explained as clearly as possible.
First, be sure everyone knows how NCR paper
works. Urge them not to make more copies than V

they need and to use a ballpoint pen. The more
copies, the harder one should press down when
writing .

Second , point out that efficient mail delivery
depends on legible and precise addressing . The
title of the role, not the participant ’s name,
should be used. Because each division has the
same managerial positions, the division initials
(APD, CCD, IGD) should always appear after the
position title. Mail can be sent to people not on
the organization chart, but again , the title and
location should be clearly stated. Incorrectly
addressed mail will be returned.

For participants ’ convenience, routing slips
can be used for all positions on the chart.
Simply check the title of the person to whom
the memo goes. Be sure to attach a routing
slip to each copy. Ask participants to keep
a copy in their own file, since they may need
to refer to a memo later on.

Mail is picked up four times during the
simulation . Participants should have their
outgoing mail in their out-baskets by the
times you have scheduled . Be sure to tell
them the times, even though they are repeated
on the Procedures handout (Appendix H).

5. Contacting Outsiders

People not on the organization chart , either
inside or outside the corporation , can be
contacted by memo or directly by phone ( i f
there is a phone system) . If contact is by
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phone , a message shou ld be lef t with the
operator who will then relay it to the appro-
priate person. In some cases, of course, the
person called may not be available today.

6. Conference Area

A conference area is reserved for participants ’
use on a first-come, first—served basis. It
should be pointed out where it is on the floor
plan.

7. Lunch

The business of the company goes on during lunch .
Participants should be told when lunch will be
served and where. They are free to go anytime
during that time , jus t  as they would on a normal
business day . The switchboard (i f  manual)  is
closed for a 45—minute period during lunch
(specify times).

8. Amenities

Whatever amenities are available at the site
should be described . These might include coffee ,
soft drinks, restrooms , water fountains, snacks.
As in any typical day , participants are free to
avail themselves of these amenities whenever they
like.

Ask if there are any questions about procedures.

I l l— C.  Summary

The summary should refocus participants on their main
task: to manage Looking Glass.

Other major points can be reviewed . We recommend
reminding them : (1) to keep their title tags on throughout
the day , (2) that the company does not officially open for
another 45 minutes, and (3) that the simulation will con-
d ude with an address by the President (tell them when and
where). Ask them to leave all materials at their desks when
they leave for the address.

As a final comment, point out that the staff will not
intervene and that there are no t r icks.  They are to manage
the company as they see f i t .

I
L V -
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We recommend that whoever is handling the introduction
study it carefully and change any parts that don’t fit the
particular site or circumstances. The presentation should
be practiced beforehand to determine how long it takes and
to develop a relaxed presentation style. There is often
some tension in the air, and the presenter should try to be
calm , congenial, and supportive. Do not imply that they are
going to fail~

Once the presentation is completed and fair—game
questions answered , participants go to their “off ices” to
begin work.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Phase IV: The Run Itself

Once everything has been set up and the introduction
has been completed , Looking Glass runs without further staff
intervention. During the run, the staff has to make what-
ever observations are dictated by the training or research
design , pick up and deliver the mail , handle the telephone
system, and respond, either in writing or by phone, to
requests from the participants for information .

IV-A. Observer conduct

However observation has been structured , observers
should remain as unobtrusive as possible. As tempting as it
might be, observers should avoid peering over a partici-
pant ’s shoulders to see what is being read or written ,
rummaging around on a participant ’s desk, making distracting
noises, laughing, or starting conversations with other
observers or with the participants. If observers want to
discuss something, they should go where the conversation
will not distract participants.

The first 45 minutes or more of the simulation will
usually be quite slow. Participants will sit at their
desks, working through in—basket materials. This is an
excellent time for observers to walk around , memorize who is
in what role and where the work areas are, and find the
least obtrusive vantage points for observations later on.
If systematic observation is part of the program , we recom-
mend laying out the offices so that observers have incon-
spicuous places to sit. We have done this by placing chairs
behind divider screens and at strategic points where an
observer could watch several desks at once.

While we suggest that observers remain as unobtrusive
as possible, they should not skulk around. All observers
should have been introduced beforehand and the purpose of
their observations explained. Participants will quickly
become accustomed to their presence if the observers act
discreetly and professionally . If they act like a group of
secret service agents, the results can be as distracting as
excessive obtrusiveness.
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IV-B. Mail delivery

Mail is picked up and delivered four times during a
simulation run , twice in the morning and twice after lunch.
In the past, the number of memos written by all 20 partici-
pants has ranged from 27 to 57 per hour. This means that
there is likely to be, at least at certain times, a large
volume of material to sort out. Partjcular research or
training objectives may require some additional record
keeping as well. Efficiency, then, becomes important, and
our experience suggests the following strategy .

If observers are assigned to each division , have them
collect the mail for their division at the prearranged times
and deliver it to a staff table. If the observation schedule
does not require them to return right away, they can sort
the mail for their own division and deliver it themselves.
This can be quite informative, since a lot of activity is
documented in the memos. More likely , the run will have
few observers, and the administrator will prefer to have one
staff member designated to handle the mail .

All mail should be screened before sorting to check
addresses. Sometimes participants forget to check off titles
under “copies to,” and the sorter can do this if the memos
are still together. Inadequately addressed mail should be
returned to the sender at the next mail delivery. (Don’t
be too picky on this, as the addressee can usually be figured
out——in real organizations mail sometimes gets delivered to
the wrong person , so a few mistakes won’t detract from the
realism.)

Once mail from the divisions has been screened , it
should be sorted into one of four categories. (Note: Most
mail from a division will go to someone else within the same
division . Memo paper has been color-coded , and each division
should be sorted separately.) The categories are: (1) mail
to people in live simulation roles in the same division as
the sender, (2) mail to people in live roles but outside of
the sender ’s division , (3) mail to non-live roles or to
outsiders (i.e., that cannot be delivered) that requires no
response (e.g., acknowledging an appointment, accepting a
nomination , etc.), and (4) mail to non—live roles or out-
siders that requires a response from a staff member.

The first priority is to deliver mail in Categories
1 and 2, pieces going to live roles. The mail sorter should
record any information needed for training or research
purposes, then deliver the mail. It will, of course, go V

much faster if deliverable mail to the same person is stacked

- - -- --V -V - V ~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -V--V-V



V--V—V.—---- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
.
~~~~
— - ___

_--V — 
_________

143

together and if the stacks are placed in the same sequence
as the desk locations. Mail should be delivered to the
participants ’ “IN” boxes.

The second priority , after all live-role mail is sorted ,
recorded, and delivered , is to examine mail that requires a
staff response (Category 4). It usually takes the form of
requests for additional information addressed to nonexisting
corporate staff , non-live subordinates, or outsiders.
Procedures for responding to these requests will be explained
in the next part of this section (IV-C).

Last, Category 3 mail (not deliverable and requiring no
response) should be put in a folder labeled with. the sender ’s
position title. After it has been responded to, Category 4
mail (not deliverable but requiring a staff response) will
also be put in these folders (along with a copy of the
response from the staff member). Should future inquiries
refer to previous memos or should participants want to
retrieve memos they have previously sent, these files will
make finding them easy. (Note: A staff member should
always retrieve memos-—participants should not be allowed to
peruse the files during a run.)

Sometimes participants will ask to photocopy something
they want to attach to a memo. We generally do not have
ready access to a copy machine , nor do we want to waste
staff time on such activities. We suggest that the par-
ticipant making such a request be told that the copy machine
is out of order. This is a relatively common phenomenon ,
particularly in our own organization , so it fits with
reality.

IV— C. Information requests and responses

Participants ’ requests for additional information have
varied in number from virtually none to practically over-
whelming. We are currently developing a controller ’s manual-
containing the information most frequently requested. Until
that volume is available , the staff member most familiar
with Looking Glass will have to respond as best (s)he can .

The largest single type of information requested in V

past runs has been financial. Often the answer is easily
extrapolated from already-existing financial data , all of
which are contained in Volume s II , I I I , and IV of this
series. Nonetheless , a staff member with some financial
training or someone who has paid close attention to this
information can be useful for answering such requests.

-4
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There are several general guidelines for responding to
information requests. First, the information given should
be accurate, or at least plausible . If you don ’t have the
foggiest idea of how to answer, avoid answering. Remember,
Looking Glass is only a day in the life of the corporation.
The responses might be that the information will take
several days to put together, that the person who knows is
on vacation this week, that the computer fouled up or the
data disc has been misplaced , etc. Again , try to make any
excuses realistic and consistent. Don’t tell a participant
that the controller is on vacation , then turn around and
answer another request in the role of controller.

Second , all responses should be in-role. Participants
will  address mail to or call a specific person , be that
person a ghost subordinate , a Looking Glass staff member, or
an outsider. Usually the request will be with reference to
a memo (or memos). The staff member responding should
assume the role of the appropriate ghost. How would this
person reply? By phone or by memo? Quickly or slowly?
Precisely or evasively? Consider , for example , the relation-
ship between the ghost and the participant requesting infor-
mation . A ghost subordinate is likely to respond differ-
ently than a ghost peer.

Third , responses should not create a crisis. It will
be a temptation at times to tell a Plant Manager that the
plant just burned to the ground , or that the hourly employees
just went on stike. Don ’t do it unless the appearance of a
crisis is designed specifically as a research or training
intervention . Participants were promised there would be no
tricks. In addition , a crisis will change their behavior in
ways that will affect any research or training data being
collected . So, resist temptations to jazz up the simula-
tion .

Fourth , don ’t deliberately mislead participants . Try
to answer their questions as clearly and directly as possible.
If the question is unclear , feel free to respond with a
request for clarification rather than by introducing infor-
mation that may be incorrect. For instance, the Director of
Manufacturing , CGD , might ask how much soda ash is used each
day . It will make a big difference if the answer you give
is a divisional total or a plant total. Rather than risk
misleading, you might ask the Director which he wants , or
give both clearly identified . As a general rule , do not
volunteer information that was not specifically requested .

Fi f t h , give priority to information requests that
(1) are pertinent to important problems in the simulation ,
and (2) ask for information that is not already in the 
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s imula t ion. This is obviously a judgment call , requiring
• intimate familiarity with simulation content.

The administrative role of answering information re-
quests can be a great deal of fun. Remember that the simu-
lation represents only a day, although a very busy one.
Don’t get frustrated or pressured if the action is hot and

• heavy. In the most efficient of organizations, responding
to information requests takes time. If you don ’t get around
to all of them , that’s reality .

We do suggest that records be kept of the kinds of
information requested and the responses given. Over time ,

• these records will supplement the manual we are producing ,
and repeated requests eventually might be incorporated into
the simulation materials. In addition , the requests indi-
cate what the participants ’ priorities are and whether they
are spending time with the important problems. They also
indicate whether or not available information is being

• communicated. These data are extremely valuable in training
and research contexts. We hope that users will share these
records with us.

• IV-D. Lunch

Lunch for participants is open-ended . Most will go out
in small groups, continuing work-related discussions. Some
will eat at their desks, others may skip lunch altogether .
This can create problems for the staff if observations are

• to be continued through the lunch period.

We have found that staff may prefer to arrange for
sandwiches to be brought in rather than try to go out. This
permits them to share information on how things are going
and eases the logistics if some observation during lunch has

• been scheduled (observers can easily share the burden by
alternating eating and watching). If there is a manually-
operated switchboard , it should be closed during the sched-
uled lunch break , freeing the operator to recover or to help
with observation.

p Participants straggle back from lunch at their own
pace. Some lunch meetings will continue into the afternoon .
The period immediately following lunch break is usually a
bit slower than the morning pace—-the staff need not be
alarmed . Energy should pick up again later in the af ternoon .

p

p
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IV-E. The President ’s Address

The last activity during the simulation is the address
by the President. The staff need not intervene , since all
par t ic ipants  have received a memo announcing the address and
i ts  time ( the location wil l  have been announced dur ing the
introduction). Observers will want to take notes during
this address , since the President will discuss what he or
she thought were the major issues confronting the company .
The questions asked after the address can be quite revealing
of participants ’ perceptions and reactions. This scheduled
event is usually worth videotaping .

IV-F. Telephones

If the simulation is run with a manual switchboard like
the one used by the Center for Creative Leadership, the
operator deserves special consideration . At least one other
staff member should be trained in telephone operation , and
the operator should be relieved at regular intervals. While
the number of completed calls ranges from 11 to 18 per hour ,
the number of calls attempted is probably double that.
Somehow , calls seem to come in bursts , thereby overloading
the operator at certain times and boring him or her to death
at others. We recommend that the operator develop a neutral
style, being efficient rather than conversational.

Messages for participants not at their desks can be
taken but should not be encouraged . (Say, “Sorry , no one
answers,” rather than “No one answers ; can I take a message?”)
Calls to non—live roles and to outsiders are channeled
through the operator , who should take a detailed message and
pass it on to the staff member in charge of responding to
information requests. (The operator should have a supply of
standard office message pads for this purpose.) The operator
is also responsible for logging each call on the telephone
record (see Appendix C ) .
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Phase V: closing ~ p

A f ter  the President ’s Address and the following ques—
tion/answer period , the simulation is over . At this time ,

P
all the participants arc in one room . Before they disperse
or discussion starts, they should f i l l  out any appropriate
paper—and—pencil measures. Only then should they , as a
group, be allowed to ventilate.

V—A. Data collection

Immedia tely af ter the President ’ s Address is the time
to collect individual da ta , while the experience is still
fresh and not influenced by the reactions of other partici-
pants. The types of questionnaires used depends on the
research or t r a in ing issues (see Sections II and III of this
volume) . We have successful ly  used questionnaires about
power , cl imate , and decision making,  as well as instruments
aimed at describing peer behavior . Participan ts are usually
anxious to talk about the ex perience , so this time should be
kept as short as possible (certainly no more than an hour).

V-B. Ventilation period and transition

P Immediately a f t e r  data collection (and a short break ,
if desired) , the s t a f f  should lead an open , uns t ruc tured
discussion . Usually , “Well , what did you think?” is suffi—
cient to launch the group into their reactions to the simu-
lation. The staff should be nondefensive , asking frequen tly
if others felt the same way . This is not a time to get into
training issues but simply a chance for participants to
share their f eelings about the simu lation . This session
usually lasts about half an hour and seems to be very
important prior to any further debriefing . (See Section III,
pp. 112—11 3, for more on this.)

Whi le  par t ic ipants are filling out questionnaires and
vent i la t ing, a s t a f f  member should collect all materials
from the Looking Glass desks. All memos and work paper
should be put in the folder labeled “Copies of Memos You
Sent ” and saved for  the tr ain ing segments or for  later
analysis as part of the research effort.

p
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The observers should use this time to write up their
observations, fill out forms, or otherwise conclude the data
collection process.

(Appendix I contains a master checklist summarizing the
process discussed in this section. The program administrator
may find it useful as a review of procedures.)
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Appendix A

FLOOR PLANS 
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Appendix B

PREWORK MATERIAL S
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Appendix B

PREWORK MATERIALS

MEMO CODE ROLE THAT
NUMBER RECEIVES MATERIAL DESCRIPT I ON

CORP-2 ALL Organ i zation Chart

CORP— i ALL His tory of Looking Glass

V PRE-3A to 3H ALL Execut ive Job Descri ptions
(General) (Inc l uded in this
appendix)

CORP- 33 ALL Pr ess Re l ease - Flat Glass
and Lighting Products Plants

CORP-~9 ALL Press Rel ease - Auto Glass ,
Specialty Glass , and Gl ass

V Piping Plants

CORP-9 ALL Press Release - Capacitor ,
Optica l Fiber , and Integrated
Circuit Plants

CORP—4 PRESIDENT Job Description (Specific)

CORP- llB VP , ARD Job Description (Specific)

CORP- llC DIR-MEG , APD Job Description (Specific)

CORP-HO DIR— S&M , APD Job Description (Specific)

CORP—l iE DIR—PD , APD Job Description (Specific)

CORP- llF PM-OPT FIBERS Job Description (Specific)

CORP-h G PM—CAPAC I TORS Job Description (Specific)

CORP-u N PM- I NT CIRCU I TS Job Description (Specific)

CORP-51B VP , IGD Job Description (Specific)

CORP-5lC DIR-MFG , IGD Job Description (Specific)

CORP-5lE DIR-S&M , IGD Job Description (Specific) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
_ _ _ _  - -  _ _ _ _ _ _
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Appendix B (coAt. )

PREWORK MATERIALS

MEMO CODE ROLE THAT
NUMBER RECE I VES MATERIAL DESCRIP T ION

CORP- 5lD DIR-PD , IGD Job Descri ption (Specific)

CORP—51F PM-AUTO Job Description (Specific)

CORP—51G PM—SPECIALTY Job Description (Specific)

CGD— l VP , CGD Job Description (Specific)

CGD-2 DIR-MFG , CGD Job Description (Specific) 
—

CGD-3 DIR-S&M , CGD Job Description (Specific)

CGD—k DIR-PD , CGD Job Description (Specific)

CGD—5 PM-FLAT Job Description (Specific)

CGD—6 PM-LIGHT I NG Job Descript ion (Specific)

CORP-19 PM-CAPACITORS APD Plant Organ i zation Chart
PM-OPT FIBERS
PM-INT CIRCUITS

CORP-58 PM—AUTO IGD Plan t Organ i zation Chart
PM-SPECIALTY

CORP-36 PM-FLAT Fla t Glass Plant Organ i zation
Char t and Floo r Plan

CORP— 37 PM—LIGHT I NG Lig hting Products Plan t Organ i—
za t ion Cha rt and Floor Plan
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LOOKING GLASS
Corporate Offices 155

To: A l l  Looking Glass Execut ives

From: Corporate Personnel

Re: Executive Job Descriptions V

Conies tO~ For your info rmation , I have attached the general job descriptions
for Looking Glass executive positions. These jobs vary slightly,
depend i ng on the specific division , product, etc. More detailed
descript ions are ava ilable and have been distributed to each
posi tion.

P Al so attached is a sim pli f ied description of the divisions and
p lants of the corp o ration .
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LOO K ING GLASS , I NC.

EXECUTIVE JOB DESCRIPTIONS

PRES I DENT

R E S P O N S I B I L I T I E S :

- overall management of Looking Glass

— all major financial decisions affecting the
corporation

— hiring and firing of Looking Glass executives

- presiding over the Management Coniuittee (con-
sisting of all division Vice—Pres i dents and
the Pres i dent , this comittee makes decisions
on matters affecting more than one division)

RE SPONSIBLE TO:

Cha i rman of the Board , Looking Glass , Inc .

DIRECT REPORTS:

Vice—Pres i dent , Comercial Glass Division

Vice-Pres i dent , Industr ial Glass Division

Vice-Pres i dent , Advanced Products Division

SALARY RANGE:

$130 ,000 - $200,000

‘ McCall, Lombardo, DeVries 1978
W20 All Rights Reserved PRE—3B
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VICE—P RESIDENT (Division)

RESPONSIBILITIES:

— overall management of sales , marketing , production ,
and product development within a division of Look-
ing Glass

- operational responsibility for all financial ,
legal , and governmental matters affecting the
division

- serving on the Management Cofiwnittee

- hiring and firing of division executives

RESPONSIBLE TO:

President , Looking Glass , Inc.

DIRECT REPORTS :

Director of Manufacturing

Director of Sales and Ma rketing

Director of Product Development

SALARY RANGE :

$90,000 - $125,000

McCall , Lombardo, DeVries 1978
W 2 0  All Rights Reserved PRE-3C
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DIRECTO R OF MANUFACTUR I NG (Division)

RE SPONS I B I L I T I E S:

— overall management of production operations within
a division of Looking Glass , Inc.

— imp lement i ng a l l corporate decisions regard i ng the
manufacture of products within the division

— all financial , legal , governmental and personnel
matters within the manufacturing arm of the divi-
sion

- coordinating production with sales and marketing
and product development

— meeting at least every two months with division
plant managers

RESPONSIBLE TO:

Vice—President of Division

DIRECT REPORTS:

Plant Managers of Division (numbe r varies by divi-
sion)

SALARY RANGE:

$65,000 - $90,000

~ McCall, Lombardo, DeVries 1978
W-20 All Rights Reserved PRE-3D
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DIRECTOR OF SALES AND MARKETING (Division)

R E S P O N S I B I L I T I E S :

- overall management for both the sales and the
marketing functions of the division

— maintaining and generating new sales for
existing product lines

- assessing market needs and potentials for
both cxist ing and new products

— coordinating sales and marketing with
manufacturing and product development

— managing all interna l sales of products to
other divisions

— all financial , legal , governmental , and
personnel matters affecting the sales and
marketing part of the division

RESPONSIBLE TO:

Vice—Pres ident of Div is ion

DIRECT REPORTS :

Reg ional or Dis t r ic t  Sa les Managers

Marketing Manager

Sales and/or Marketing Staff Positions
(the number of direct reports w i l l  va ry by
division )

SALARY RANGE:

$65,000 - $90,000

McC all , Lombardo, DeVries 1978
W-20 i~ I Right s Reserved PRE-3E
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DIRECTO R OF PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT (Division)

RE SPONSIBIL IT IES:

- overall management for all phases of product
development within the division

- desi gn , modification , and improvement of
machines and technologies used for produc i ng
glass products in the division

- assessing the feasibility of new products

- making design changes for existing products

- all lega l , governmenta l , financial , and
personnel matters within the p roduct develop-
ment part of the division

- coordinating product development with manu-
facturing and sales and marketing

RESPONSIBLE TO:

Vice—President of D iv is ion

DIRECT REPORTS:

Proj ect Managers
$

Sta ff Spec ia l i s ts  (number w i l l  vary by
d iv is ion)

SALARY RANGE:

$60 ,000 - $85 ,000

McCall . Lombardo, DeVries 1978
W—20 All Rights Reserv ed PRE-3F
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r

PLANT MANAGER (Divi sion)

R E S P O N S I B I L I T I E S :

- overall management of a major manufacturing
plant w i th in  a d iv is ion

- al l  legal , governme n tal , f i nanc ia l , and
personnel matters w i th in  the plant

- effect ively and ef f ic ient l y us i ng plant
resources to produce hi gh quali ty p roduc ts
at the lowest feasible cost

- briefing the Director of Manufacturing for
the d i v i s ions at l east every two months on
plant operations

RESPONSIBLE TO:

Director of Manufacturing of Division

DIRECT REPORTS :

Plant Superintendent

Fng ineering Manager

Quality Contro l Manager

Production Planning Manager
(numbers and titles will vary by division
and/or plant )

SALARY RANGE :

$40,000 - $70,000

-i
- McCall . Lombard o, DeVries 1978

- V - 

W-20 AU Rights Reserved PRE-3G
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p
LOOKING GLASS , INC .

D I V I S I O N S  AND PLANTS

p COMMERCIAL GLASS INDUSTRIAL GLASS ADVANCED PRODUCTS
DIVISION — (CGD) DIVISI ON — (IGD) DIVISION — (APD)

L I G H T I N G  PRODUCT S AUTO GLASS OPT I CAL FIBERS
FLAT GLASS SPEC I ALTY GLASS I NTEGRATED CIRCUITS —

p GLASS P I P I N G  CAPAC I TORS

p

P

P

p

p

p

McCall , Lombardo, DeVries 1978
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Appendix C

ASSEMBL ING IN-BASKET MATERIALS AND OFFICE SUPPLIES
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Appendix C

ASSEMBLING IN-BASKET MATERIALS AND OFFICE SUPPL I ES

Thi s sect io n describ es the ma te r i a l s  needed and the p rocess
followed to duplicate all in—basket materials and office supplies used
during Looking Glass. Qualified users of the simulation will receive a
By—Pos i tion Master Set of materials and a By—Pos i tion Master Checklist
from the Center for Creative Leadership. Descriptions of the Master Set
and Mas te r Check l i s t and explana t ions reg a r d i n g p repara t ion of of f ice
supplies and in-baske t materials are inc l uded here .

I

p

p
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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE MASTER SET

A. The i n-basket materials

The Master Set of in-basket materials consists of 20
sect ions , one for each position in Looking Glass.
Within each of these sections , materials for each
position are separated into memos being sent TO the
role and memos being sent FROM the role.

B. Office supplies

This additional section of the Master Set contains the
originals for:

I. The telephone log (see Appendix G)
2. The routing slips (see Appendix E)
3. NCR memo paper - for APD , CGD , I GD , Cor pora te, and

Pres ident (see Appendix E)

L - - -- - -
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE BY-POSITION MASTER CHECKL I ST

A. Pu rposes of the Mas ter Ch eck l i s t

I. The Master Checklist is a complete listing of all
materials that each role rece ives in the in-basket ,
and is used to ver i f y that all memos and letters
have been cop ied and p laced cor rec t l y .

2. It is also a reference for checking and/or sorting
the Master Set, shou ld these memos ever be dropped

V 
or otherwise rearranged .

B. Explanation of Master Checklist head i ngs (see Example 2)

1. In—basket for: 
____________

At the top of each page of the checklist the name of
the rol e in whose in—basket these materials are to be
placed appears.

2. Memo code number V

The code number of the memo , found in the l ower ri ght-
hand corner (see Example 3)

a. Mult ipage memos

Memos of more than one page in length are also
coded a lphabetical ly ( i .e. ,  APD- l9A and APD— l9 B ,
see Example 4 ) .

b. Single asterisk (
~

)

Some memo numbers have a sing le asterisk (
~

) beside
them to indicate that , when sor ted , they are to be
placed at the top of the stack because they contain
information basic to Looking Gl ass , i.e., history of
company, organization chart , job description , corporate
financial information , etc . (see Examples 2 and 5).
These memos are listed first on the checklist for each
role.

c. Double asterisk (~~
)

Some memo numbers have a double asterisk (
~~

) besid e
them , ind i cating that they have blanks on them in which
meet irig times are to be written on the copies , not the
orig inals (see Examples 2 and 6). Appendix D has a
complete listing of these memo numbers.
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B. Explanation of Mas ter Checklist head i ngs (see Example 2) (cont.)

3. In-basket placement , TO/FROM

An x in the app rop r i a te col umn i ndica tes whe ther the
memo is be i ng sent TO the role or FROM the role.

4. Color

The color of paper on which the memo is to be dupli cated .
The code le tters a re:

W = wh ite
B b lue
G = green
V = yellow

5. To be stapled

An x w i l l  appear i n th i s col umn i f  the memo has more
than one page or has an attachment.

6. Attachments

If a memo refers to an attachment in its text , the code
number of the memo to be a ttached w i l l  be l i sted here .

7. Completed

This column is used to ensure that each memo has been
du p l i ca ted , associated , and sorted correct l y; it is

P cr i t ica l that al l  memos are present.

P

- _ _  _ _
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I I I .  PREPARAT I ON OF OFFICE SUPPLIES

At the end of the Master Checklist there is a page labeled “off ice
Supplies ” tha t l i s ts how many cop ies of each of the of f i c e supp l i es
are needed .

It is reconinended that the routing slips and NCR memo paper be
duplicated by a mu lti l ith mach i ne, due to the large quantities
needed and the nature of the NCR paper (a copy mach i ne cannot
handle it). Once cop i ed , the routing slips should be cut in h a l f
lengthwise along the dotted line. The other office supp lies can
be run on the cop ier along with the in-basket materials.

-- —- - - - V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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IV. PREPARA TION OF IN-BASKET MATERIALS

A. Gen eral comments

1. Duplication of the in—basket materials is straight-
forward , i.e., make one copy of each page on the
appropriate color paper. Four passes should be made
through the materials , once for each col or of paper
(to avoid having to change the paper in the copy
machine frequentl y).

2. Color—cod i ng V

P The code le tter i nd i cati ng color of paper is found
in the lower left-hand corner of each memo, followed
by a number , wh i ch is to be ignored (see Example 3).
This number was used at CCL to create and sort the
By-Pos i t ion Mas ter Sets , and indicates how many copies
of the page w i l l  be made in a l l .

3. Double memo code numbers

These were prev i ously used at CCL to create and sort the
By-Position Master Sets and served as a cross-check for
memos that are to be associated with one another. I gnore
them , as they may confuse more than help; do what the
checklist indicates (see Example 7).

4. Brackets in the memo code number co lu mn

Those few memos that are to be associated wi th others
wi ll be bracke ted in this column .

B. Materials needed

1. Large paper clips
2. Twenty third—cut mani l la  folders
3. Paper for the copier : whi te , blue , green , and ye l l o w
4. Stapler
5. Twenty pa i rs of in—baskets
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C. Preparing the manilla fo lder

A mani l la folder labeled “Copies of Memos You Sent” is used
to separate memos sent FROM the role from memos sent TO the
role.

1. Type , in capita l letters , one I x 3k” labe l for each of
the 20 roles , as fol lows :

PRES I DENT DIR-PD , APD
VP , APD DIR-PD , CGD
VP , CGD DIR-PD , lCD
VP , IGD PM-CAPAC I TORS
DIR-MEG , APD PM—OPT FIBERS 

V

DIR-MFG , CGD PM— I NT CIRCU I TS
DIR-MEG , IGD PM-FLAT
DIR-S&M , APD PM—LIGHTING
DIR-S&M , CGD PM—AUTO
DIR-S&M , IGD PM-SPECIALTY

Place these labels on the tab portion of the manil la
fo lders (see Example 1).

2. Type , in capital letters , twenty 2x4” labels , as follows :

COPIES OF MEMOS YOU SENT

Place these labels on the front of each manil la folder (see
Example 1).

D. Recommended dup licating procedure

1. Set up the pairs of in—baskets for each of the 20 roles ,
labeling them c!early by role and division (refer to
Preparing the manilla folder section of this appendix
for a list of these titles).

2. Place the mani lla folder for that role in the in—basket.
3. Make a 

~~~y, of the Maste r Checklist , for use in marking
off all of the materials when you have cop ied them.

4. Copy a l l  mater ials to be printed on wh ite paper for each
role , p lacing those memos FROM the role in that role ’s
mani l la  folder , and those memos TO the role in the other
tray of the in-basket (see the In-basket p lacement column
on the Master Checklist). The letter indicating the color
of paper to be used is found in the lower left hand corner
of each sheet , as well as on the checklist.

5. Repeat the process in 4. above, for each color paper. 

-- V - - - - - - - - -~~~
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D. Reconinended duplicating procedure (cont.)

6. Using the Master Checklist , verif y that:

a. Al l  memos are present
b. All memos have been copied on the right color paper
c. All memos have been separated correctl y into those

TO the role and those FROM the role

1. Staple all multipage memos and memos having attachments
(see Examples 2 , 4 , and 7).

8. Wr i te the meeting times in the blanks on the memos that
are listed in Appendix D (those with a double asterisk
on the checklist).

9. Separation and shuffling of memos :

a. FROM memos

1) Separate those FROM memos that have a single
asterisk next to them on the checklist from
the other FROM memos .

2) Shuffle the latter group so these are random,
and place them in the “Copies of Memos You
Sent ” man i l la folder.

3) Place the memos that had a sing le asterisk next
to them on the checklist (see 1 above) on top
of the shuffled group in the folder in the order
l isted on the checkl ist.

4) Place the manilla folder , now containing all
copies of memos FROM that role , in  the “IN” V

basket.

b. TO memos

1) Separa te those TO memos that have a single
asterisk next to them on the checklist from the
other TO memos .

2) Shuffle the latter group so these are random.
3) Place the TO memos that had a single asterisk

next to them on the checklist (see I above) on
top of the shuffled group in the order listed
on the checklist.

4) Clip all TO memos together and put them in the
“IN” basket on top of the man il la fol der (on
the outside).

10. Verif y that you have made the needed office supplies
for each role and for the controllers. V
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COPIES OF MEMOS

6 / 2 x 4” adhesive l abe l — 

~ I YOU SENT

/ L 
-/

Man i l la  Fo lder
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EXAMPLE 2

BY-POSIUON MASTER CHECKL IST -- LOOKING GLASS , I N C .

IN—BASKE T FOR: DI R—MF G , APD

IN-B ASKET

MEMO CODE NUMBER PLACEMENT COLOR STAPLED ATTACHMENTS COMPLETE

TO FROM

CORP— 3A _to_ 3B~ ______ ________ __________ __________ _____________ ______

APD— l2 X 
— 

Y 
_________ ____________ _________

APD— 19A to 19B X 
________ 

Y X 
_____________ __________

APD— 111 X V X IGD— 5 7 
_________

-p-c
~~ IGD- 57 X 

— 
B X 

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

APO- B8’~ - — 
x v 

__________ _____________ ___________

APD- 11 X V 
_________ ___________ _________p

APD-89 X V 
__________ _____________ __________

P

* Place at the top of the stack of memos

** Times to be written in

NOTE: This is an abbreviated version of what the By—Position Master Checklist
for the Director of Manufacturing , APD would l ook lik e. Refer to Examples
3 through 9 for copies of the memos listed here.



LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 3

Advanced Products Division

To: Vice President , APD

From: Director of Manufacturing, APD

Re: Un ions

Copies to:
A l t hough we don ’ t need to worry about un ions presentl y, the trend

PM-C APAC ITORS is disconcert ing from this month ’ s union vote :
PM- I NT C IR C U I T~
PM-OPT FIBERS % YES

This Month Last Yea r

Optica l Fibers 31% 8%

Capac i tors 29% 18%

Integrated Circuits - -

The problem is that our wage struc ture has fallen sli ghtly below
the national average for the glass industry.

Five Years
From Now Th i s Year Five  Yea rs A~o

Glass Industry 8.86* 6.06 4.26

Looking Glass 7.82* 5.93 5.03

*projected

We paid about $10.6 million to our hourl y emp loyees this past year
in wages and benefits (an additiona l $200,000 would bring us to
parity) . However, if our projections are close , we would be
$1.6 million shy of parity w ithin five years with our present work
force of 800 and $1.4 millio n shy with the emp l oyees in  our two
new plants. Obviously, this is what makes workers feel they need
a un ion.a,

U,
.
~~ 

.
~~

6
I-

.0 .c
E 2’3a
= <
0

Color Code Letter Memo Code Number

Y
~~ 

~~~~~~89
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LOOKING GLASS E XAMPLE 4, p . 1

Advanced Products Division

To: L isted Be low

From: Vice—Pres i dent , APD

Re: Affirmative Action Balance Sheets

Copies to:
It ’ s that t ime again. I need your a f f i rma t i ve  act ion balance

DIR—MEG , APD sheets for the year--same format as last year (last year ’s data
DIR-S&M , APD attached) .

DIR—PD , APD
PM-CAPAC I TORS
PM-INT CIRCUITS
PM-OPT FIBERS

0)

U)
5~-
~~ 

.
~~

>~~~‘

C o
0 0

E 2 ’
-J

0 Me,,~. Cod. ~~~-
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LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 14 , p. 2

Advanced Products Division

To:

From:

Re:

Copies to:
• EEOC REPORT

~ of Women Minor ities Nonminoritles

Professionals 28.0 3.0 69.0

Technicians 22.0 2.0 76.0

Office & Clerica l 82.8 10.5 6.7

Sales 10.0 5.li 84.6

Craftspersons 12.0 6.0 82.0

Operations 16.0 7..9 76.1

Laborers 1.2 7.0 91.8

Service 62.6 18.4 19.0

Officials & Managers 22.0 3.8 74.2

Total 32.0 8.2 59.8

I
I-
0,

0

> Q ,

, 0
0 Q,

=~ <
a 0
V Q

Memo Code Number
(multi page memo)

Y-7
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LOOKING GLASS 
~~~~~~ 5, p. 1

Corporate Offices

To: All Executives of Looking Glass , Inc.

From: Corporate Controller

Re: Corporate Profits (In Thousands)

Copies to:
NET SALES NET PROFITS

LATEST PREV IOUS LATEST PREV IOUS
YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR

Comercial $72,000 $67,867 $3,300 $3,106

Advanced 39,400 35,100 3,600 2,700

Industrial 87,000 73,600 4,600 3,018

TOTAL $ 198,400 $176,567 $11 ,500 $8,824

NET INCOME AS A % OF SALES

LATEST YEAR PREV IOUS YEAR

Cotmiercial 4.6% 4.6%

Advanced 9.1% 7.7%

Industrial 5.3% 4.1%

TOTAL 5.8% 5.0%

CURRENT FINANC IAL RAT IOS

Coninercial Advanced Industrial

Debt to Equity 37.6 58.2 32.6

Return on Equity 10.4 12.1 7.8

Return on Assets 5.6 7.5 5.4

Receivables Turnover 7.1 7.0 8.5

Cost of Goods Sold 74.8* 70.9* 73.9*
Asa %of Sales

R ~ D As a % of Sales 1.8% 5.1* 5.3*
C.)
U

Operating Profit Marg in 12.1* 18.3* 13.9%
As a % of Sales

W-20 Memo Code Ni~~er ~(multipage memo)
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EXAMPLE 5, p. 2

DEFINITI ONS OF FINANC IAL RATIOS

DEBT/EQUITY RATIO: The proportion of capital supplied by
cred i tors.

RETURN/EQUITY RATIO: Percentage return (net income) on stock-
holder ’s Investment.

RETURN ON ASSETS: Net Income divided by total assets. Per-
centage return on the book val ue of the resources of the firm .

RECEIVABLES TURNOVER: Measure of how qu i ckly customers pay
their accounts and of current credit pol icies . Net Sales
divided by Accounts Receivable.

COST OF GOODS SOLD AS A % OF SALES: Measure of how efficiently
goods are manufactured and sold.

R 8. D AS A % OF SAtES: investment In research on future pro-
ducts.

OPERATING PROFIT MARG IN: ~~~~~~~ before taxes and Interest
are paid.

Memo Code Number (multipage memo)

McCall. Lornbardo. DeVries 1978
*20 All Rights Reserved
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LOOKING GLASS E XAMPLE 6 
17~

Advanced Products Division

To: Listed Below

From: Director of Manufacturing, APD

Re: Meeting

Copies to:
Our meeting to discuss your plant operations and prob lems w i l l

PM-CAPACITORS be at 2.:30 in my office .
PM- INT CIRCU ITS
PM—OPT FIBERS

p.-

>

(‘)

E2

U

y-4 APD-88
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LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 7, p. 1
Advanced Products Division

To: Director of Manufac tur ing, APD

From: Plant Manager , Integrated Circuits

Re: Soda Ash Crisis

Copies to: 
We’re in trouble. ch1n~i a memo I Just sa~7~~~~~j) ‘S.

PM-CAPACITORS explaining our problem. W~~only have a 10-day supply; Capacitors
PM-OPT FIBERS has 11 and Optica l Fibers , 6. Comaerclal gets their soda ash

f rom Cyborg so maybe we can work up a deal with them.

If not , we ’ll have to pay dearly. I called two independent
supp liers . They quoted me $36.50 and $36 .35 a ton. This Is
$3.02 to $3.17 more than we ’re now paying .

H /
Memo # to be attached to APD-111

p.-0)

U)

> w
O w

94)
0 w

-.0 .c

U)
C.)
U

y-1 APD-111
(IGD- 57)



~ 
_ -

~~ .-—~~~~~ 
-- -

1 ø~LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 7, p. 2
industrial Glass Division

To: Plant Manager , Auto Glass

From: Plant Controller , Auto Gl ass

Re: Soda Ash Crisis

$ Copies to: We have a c ra s is  on our hands ! The rep at Mountain Minerals , Inc.,
our supplier of soda ash, Just called to tell me they won ’t be able
to process any more soda ash for the next four weeks, because some-
body dynamited all their mining equipment last ni ght. Because it
is so specialized , it ’s hi ghly unlikely they w ill be able to get

• it replaced before four weeks, if then. We currently have a 6-day
supply (at 150 tons per day).

The only viable opt ion seems to be to borrow from the other divi-
sions. I’ m sure the Comercial Glass Division has surplus. By
the way, it would be best for us to get the soda ash delivered

• by train. Our storage silos hold only a 3—day supply.

8

I

0)
p.—
0)

•1
U)
I.

>
O w

U)

0~~
b.m E
E9
30~
a
0
U

U

B-I IGD-57
:. B-li (APD 111)

L -- -~~~ ---~~~- -
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LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 8

Advanced Products Division

To: Plant Manager , Opt ica l Fibers

From: D i rector of Manufac tur ing, APD

Re: Information Report

Copies to: Your temporary employment figures and raw materials costs are up.
Is there an exp lanati on?

0)
p..
0)

>
U)>

ft

F
Y— 2 APD-1I
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• LOOKING GLASS EXAMPLE 9
Advanced Products Division

To: Director of Manufacturing , APD

• From: Director of Sales and Marketing , APD

Re: Transfer Price

• Copies to. 
Our transfer price battle with Comercial Glass goes on. At the

~~ APD moment we’re selling glass capacitors at somewhere between 10 to
PM-CAPAC ITORS 12 cents per i tem, depending on the type of capacitor and the

customer.

Coni~ercial’s argument is that they ’re only making a 2% profit ,
but I wonder if they’re full costing on their overhead to make
their profit margin artifically low. They’re requesting a 7%
increase In price , from a little over 1 cent to 1.1 cents per
blank.

• 
Also, they’re saying that they can get 15% more profit by cutting
us and making environmental glass (insulating , heat reflecting
and heat absorbing). That’s fine for them, but to get blanks on
the open market will cost us 1.8 to 2.0 cents per blank , and that
will price us ri ght out of our markets. This one factor could
cut our market share 30%.

I’ll remind them again that the glass we use from them is simply
a casing. As such, it represents only a fraction (15-25%) of
our production costs.

I

I
0)
p.-
0)
1-

>U )

• O w
a,

o.~
w

4 a
0
U

.

y~l, APD-12
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$ Appendix 8

MEMOS NEEDING TIMES INSERTED

B

p

B

I

I

$

—
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Appendix D

MEMOS NEEDING TIMES INSERTED

Following is a list of memos on which times must be written
p after copies have been made (ind i cated by a double asterisk on 4

the By-Position Master Checklist).

IGD-36

IGD-37

IGD-38

APD-88

CGD-66

PRES—l

PRES— 11,

PRES-1 7

I
U

I
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p Appendix E

TYPICAL DESK LAYOUT

p

I

p

p

a

$

x
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LOOKING GLASS, INC . I LOOKING GLASS, INC.
ROUTING SLIP I ROUTING SLIP

,TO: TO:

____ 
Pres ident 

____ 
President

Vice-Pres ident I Vice-Pres ident
____

APD I ____APD
____

CGD 
I 

____ CGD

____
IGD I ____IGD

Director , Sales and Marketing i Director , Sales and Marketing

____APD ____APD
p ____ CGO I CGD

____
IGD I 

____
IGD

Director, Manufacturing I Director, Manufacturing
____APD I ____

APD

____
CGD 

____
CGD

____ IGD ____ 1GD

Director, Product Development Director, Product Development -:

____APD I 
____

APD

p ____ CGD I ____ CGD

____
IGD I ____

IGD

Plant Manager Plant Manager

____Capacitors, APD I ____Capacitors, APD
p ____Integrated Clrcu ts, APD 

____
Integrated Circuits , APD

____Optica l Fibers, APO ____Optica l Fibers , APD
____Flat Gl ass, CGD ____Fla t Gl ass , CGD
____Lighting Products, CGO I ____Light i ng Products, CGD

p ____Auto Glass , lCD I ____Auto Gl ass , lCD
____Specialty Glass , l CD j ____Specialty Glass , 1GD

____Glass Piping , lCD 1 Glass Piping , lCD

• ____For your signature ____For your signature
____For your approval I ____For your approval
____For your files ____For your files
____For your Informa ti on I For your Information
____Please read and return ____Please read and return
____Please read and pass on I Please read and pass on

• ____Please coninent I ____Please coment

COMMENTS:____________________________________ I COMMENTS : 
________________________________

________________________ I ______________________— 
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Corporate Offices

To:

• From:

Re:

~ Copies to:

- - ~~~~~ --~~~~~-~~~~~~-- --~~~~~--~~~~~~~~ ~~~~--~~~ -~~
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LOOKING GLASS 192

Office of the President

To:

From:

Re:

i Copies to:

&

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_ _  I
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Advanced Products Division

To:

From:

Re:

Copies to:

p

B

I

I

I

I

I

-

~

- - -

~ -
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Commercial Glass Division

To:

I From:

Re:

Copies to:

p

p

p

I
,

I

I

I

$

_ _
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Industrial Glass Division -

To:

p From:

Re:

P Copies to:

P

P

I

B

___ ___ .____ ___ _.__ - _ _ _ ~~ _ _  - -. -- - - -- — -- ~sl~~~
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• 
Appendix F

OUTLINE OF INTRODUCTION

LOOKING GLASS, INC.

P

p

P

1

I

B

IL 
- _ _
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Appendix Fp
OUTLINE OF INTRODUCTION

LOOKING GLASS, INC.

p
COFFEE

I. WELCOME (by sponsor)

P A. Hand out name tags (position and blank)

B. Opening conmients

II. INTRODUCTIONS

I A. Staff members

B. Outsiders

C. Participants (real li fe)

P D. Participants (Looking Glass role)

III. LINKAGES

A. How program came to be

I B. Participant

1. Why chosen
2. How assigned to roles

IV. OBJECTIVES
I

A. Overview

I. Program outline summarized
2. Schedule for simulation (brief)

I B. Brief history of simulation

1. Based on real events
2. Generic management problems
3. Respond as they would on job
4. No tricks (emphasi ze)

I

p
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B. Brief history of simulation (cont.)

5. No one assigned to disrupt
6. Not setting them up
7. A day in the l i fe
8. They are the top management team

C. Observers and feedback

I. Nature and use of the data
2. Confidentiality
3. Role of observers
4. Feedback to be rece ived

D. Goals

1. For you: behave as you normally would
2. For observers : to record behavior
3. For all of us: to learn from the experience

V. LOOKING GLASS , INC.

A. Basic description

1. $200 million in sales
2. History of Looking Glass (see CORP-l)

B. Organizational structure

1. Overhead of organ i zationa l chart (all are top
management - 40-70K)

2. Product lines

a. APD

1) Optica l fibers
2) Integrated circu i ts
3) Capacitors

b. IGD

1) Auto glass
2) Specialty glass
3) Glass piping

c. CGD

1) Lighting products
2) Flat glass 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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B. Organ izationa l structure (coot.)

3. Roles not shown on organ i zation chart can be contacted
4. PM-glass piping vacancy
5. PMs at corporate for bi-monthly v is i t  (in-basket with them) - 

=

6. Executive leve l emphasized

VI . PROCEDURES (give out Procedures Handout here)

A. Name tags/title tags

B. Offices

I. Each has been assigned an office (hand out Floor Plan)
2. On your desk you will find typ ica l things

in-basket nameplate rout i ng slips
telephone memo paper paper cli ps
paper and pens ashtray message pads

3. The in—basket

a. Memos and letters to you
b. Memos you have sent (recipients have copies of

them already)
c. Switchboard not open for 45 minutes
d. Wr ite on anything you want

C. Using the te lephone (should be adapted to f i t  system in use;
the following perta ins to the system used at Cci)

1. Looking Glass still has an t iqua ted  system 
-

2. Ignore dials and buttons
3. Pick up rece iver , wait for operator —

4. Tell operator number of party (see organ ization chart)
5. Wait for operator to connect you (you w i l l  not hear it ring)
6. Hang up between consecutive calls (to give operator a chance

to clear the lines )
7. Conference calls are possible
8. Be patient
9. Switchboard closed during lunch

D. Using the mail system

1. NCR paper will make up to 10 copies
2. Stack only as many pages as you need
3. Press down with ballpoint pen
1 • Ind i cate title and division clearly on each copy
5. Use routing slips if feasible , and attach to each copy
6. Keep a file copy
7. Mail wi ll be picked up four times during the day, at

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _______, and 
_ _ _ _ _ _

.• 8. Have outgoi ng ma ll in your outbasket at those times

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~- — - -- -~~~~~~-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
--
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E. Contacting outs i ders

I. People outside of Looking Glass or not on the organization
char t can be contacted by memo or by phone

2. Send memo to party or ask operator to take a message to
have party call you

3. If your par ty i s avai lable today, you w i l l  receive a rep ly

F. Conference area

I. Ava ilable for your use on first—come , first-served basis
2. Point out on floor plan

C. Lunch

1. As in real life , the organiza t ion goes on
2. Lunch will be from 

_______ 
to 

________ 
(tell where)

3. Swi tchboard (if manualf is closed during l unch

H. Ameni ties

I. Coffee is available
2. Snacks , sof t dri nks
3. Rest rooms are 

_________ 
i

4. Water is 
___________

5. Act as you would on a typica l working day

i. Ask for questions

Vt I . SUMMARY

1. Your task i s to manage Looking Glass
2. Be sure to keep your title tags on
3. The swi tchboard wil l open at 

_________
; use your time to

look through your in-basket
4. The sim ulation will end at 

__________ 
wi th an address by

the Presiden t a t ______________ (tell location of address)
5. Please don ’t take any ma ter ia ls  home ton ight; leave them on

your desk (tell why)
6. We will not intervene ; there are no tricks

V II I.  QUEST I ONS

__________
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Appendix G

TELEPHONE LOG

- LOOKING GLASS , INC. 

~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~ -- --- . -- -~~~~~--- - - - - - - -
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Appendix G

TELEPHONE LOG

LOOKING GLASS, INC.

Date:

Group:

From To Time or Comments

_ _ _  -. ---- -- --- 
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Appendix H

PROCEDURES

LOOKING GLASS, INC.
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Appendix H

PROCEDURES

LOOKING GLASS, INC.

1. PlANE TAGS

- Please wear both your name tag and your t i t le tag throughout
the day

2. OFFICES (Give out floor plan)

- Wr i te on anyth i ng you want
- Telephone numbers are on the floor plan

- . 3. TELEPHONE CALLS

- Switchboard closed for next 1.5 minutes
- Pick up receiver and wait for operator
- Give the number you are calling , operator will connect you

(you wi l l  not hear a ring)
• - Conference calls possible

- Hang up between calls and wait between calls

4. MAIL

- Use NCR paper and ballp oint pen (10 cop Ies maximum)
- Use only as many sheets as you need, plus a copy for your file
- Use title and division of recipient; ind icate on each copy to
whom it goes, or attach routing slip (if appropriate)

- Mail w i l l  be picked up at 
_______, _______, _______, and 

_______

5. CONTACTING PEOPLE NOT ON THE ORGAN IZATION CHART AND OUTSIDE RS

- Send a memo in the usua l way
- Leave a message with the operator to have that person call you -

6. A CONFERENCE AREA IS AVA ILABLE ON FIRST-COM E , FIRST-SERVED BASIS
(see floor plan)

7. LUNCH

- Is from 
— 

to 
_______

- Switchboard closed then

8. THE SIMULAT ION ENDS AT 
_______

4-

_ _ _
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Appendix I

ADMINISTRAT IVE CHECKL IST FOR LOOKING GLASS , INC . 

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Appendix I

ADMINISTRATIVE CHECKL IST FOR LOOKING GLASS , INC.

p I. PRELIMINAR IES

A. Choosi ng the staff

— 
Staffing needs determined : qualified people found

— 
Staff tra ined for required roles

I At least one staff member qualified and available to
counsel participants

B. Selecting participants

— 
Participants chosen accord ing to research or training

I needs
— 

Participants screened for potential problems

— 
Participants make informed choi ce to participate

— 
Backups arranged

— 
Participants assigned to roles

I C. Choosi ng a site

— 
Site removed from interruptions

—— Site has adequate space (see Appendix A)
0. Prework packets (see Appendix B)

I
— 

Reproduced and sent to participants so they receive
them at least a week prior to program

E. In—basket materials

B — 
Reproduced and assembled for each role (see Appendix C)

— 
Appropriate division volumes obta ined for staff reference

II. SETUP

A. Scheduling
P

— 
Simulation schedule decided

_ Tlines set for ma i l pickups
— 

Lunch is scheduled
_ T imes for Pres ident ’ s Address and other meetings

entered on memo copies (see Appendix 0)
I

I 

j - - -  - - -  _ ~~~~~--~~~ 
-

~~ - - - - - --- - - -  
_ _ _ _ _ _
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B. Office supplies and desk setup

— 
Accoutrements obtained

— 
Offices arranged to create status differences

— 
Props placed on desks and dividers (see Appendix E)

— 
In—baskets verified

— 
Floor plan drawn up

— 
Flip chart placed In conference area

C. The telephone system (if used)

— 
Phone system obta i ned

— 
Set up and tested

— 
Phone numbers listed on organization chart and floor plan

III. I NTRODUCTION AND START-UP

— 
Speaker chosen to we lcome participants

— 
Name tags and position tags prepared (duplicate set as backup)

— 
Introduction is stud ied and prepared (see Appendix F)

— 
Appropriate props and handouts assembled (see Appendix H)

— 
Overhead of organ i zation chart made

IV. THE RUN ITSELF

A. Observe r conduct

— 
Observers informed of conduct expected

— 
Discreet observation points set up

_ Al l observer tal ly sheets available (packets created for
individua l observers , if des ired)

B. Mail delivery

— 
Procedures established

— 
Folders for all pos i tions available

_ P4CR paper available for use by ghosts answering
information requests

C. Information requests and responses

— 
Control 1cr sel ected and briefed

— 
Information request logs prepared (if used)

D. Lunch

— 
Staff lunch arranged

— 
Plans for lunchtime observations complete

- •

~ 
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E. The Pres ident ’s Address

— 
Videotape arrangements made (if used)

— 
Adequate room available

F. Telephones (if used)

— 
Operator and backup tra ined

— 
Message procedures established

_ Message pads and telephone logs available

V. CLOS ING UP

A. Data collection

— 
Instruments chosen and duplicated
Collection and scoring procedures established

B. Ventilation and closing

— 
Person chosen to lead session

— 
Other staff assigned to clean up offices

— 
Observers have time to f ill out forms 

---- - ---
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LIST 1

MANDATORY

Offi c~ of Naval Research (3 copies) Conr’~nding Officer

~~~~ ~~2) r~~ _, (~ ~~~~~~~
800 N. Quincy St. Code 2627
Arl i ngton, Virginia 22217 Washington , D. C. 20375

Defense Documentation Center (12 copies) Science and Technology Division
Accessions Division Library of Congress
ATTN: DDC-TC Washington , D. C. 20540
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