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Abstract

This project involved one region of the Internal Audit organization of the ABC Company*, a large manufacturing company.  I was invited to help the department accomplish two key goals:  to increase the commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  I intervened in the client system, using an action research model, from early February through late April 2002.  As a result of the data feedback process, my sponsor and I added a new goal, to clarify understanding of a new organizational model throughout the organization.  I developed action plans to address the goals and implemented these plans in March and April.  The data show we successfully achieved the third goal, to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  We partially achieved the first two goals, to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  The changes in the organization that occurred as a result of this project are being maintained and have also occurred at the two other major locations of this organization.

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In this chapter, I will describe the client system, how I came to be involved in this project, the project background, and the project goals and measures.

Client System

I conducted my Master’s thesis project in the Internal Audit organization of The ABC Company1.  The Internal Audit organization ensures that the company is in compliance with all government regulations, determines whether the company follows its documented processes, and identifies emerging risks and proposes mitigation plans.  At the time of this project, the Internal Audit organization consisted of one vice president, three regional directors, ten managers, 53 professional auditors, and approximately 50 members of leadership development programs on short-term assignments within Internal Audit.  The vice president and directors form the Internal Audit Leadership Team.
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Figure 1.  Internal Audit Organization Chart (my client system is shaded).

My sponsor, Conrad G., is director of the southern California region.  I defined the client system as the vice president, Conrad, the three managers reporting to Conrad, and the nineteen professional auditors reporting to the managers.  Their average length of service in audit is over ten years.  The client system is homogenous and is composed of primarily white men and women between 30 and 50 years of age.  I am a white woman between 30 and 50 years of age.  As a result of our similarities, I was very comfortable with the client system and diversity was not a factor in this project.  I will address the potential pitfalls of my homogeneity with the client system in Chapter 3.

My Involvement

I am an executive coach at ABC.  From July 2000 to May 2001, I led three leadership development programs within the Internal Audit organization and was an unofficial member of the Internal Audit Leadership Team.  For the eighteen months prior to May 2001, I was a participant in one of the leadership development programs.  Therefore, I had a total of 2.5 years of experience with Internal Audit, which included time both prior to and after the vice president was hired.  I left Internal Audit in May 2001 because my job moved from Seattle to Chicago when the ABC headquarters moved, and I was unwilling to relocate.  It was difficult for me to decide to leave the job for two reasons.  I enjoyed leading the development programs and at that time thought I was in the perfect job.  I also felt guilty about leaving.  I believed I was the only member of the leadership team advocating for respect, balance, and employee empowerment, and I felt sad for choosing to leave rather than staying and continuing to advocate.

In November 2001, the Director of the Puget Sound Region approached me about the possibility of doing some work with his group.   He knew that I was coaching at ABC and that I was a graduate student with a requirement to complete a Master’s Thesis Project.  He thought we could help each other.  I chose to accept this project for two reasons.  First, I had a strong interest in doing my project work at ABC because I wanted to give back to the Company for supporting my education and because it would be logistically easier than doing my project work somewhere else.  Second, I also still felt a strong attachment to the Internal Audit organization and thought this was a way I could stay connected even though I was no longer employed there.

Project Background 

Internal Audit is part of the World Headquarters Finance organization.  One of the Finance Organization’s strategies is to increase the rotation of ABC Finance professionals at ABC through various Finance disciplines and various ABC locations. The goal by so doing was to increase the business acumen of the Finance staff.  In late 2000, the Finance vice president selected Internal Audit as the primary organization for rotation because members of the organization work with a variety of internal customers and are exposed to many aspects of business at ABC.  

A new Vice President, Joseph S., joined Internal Audit in December 2000.  Prior to Joseph’s appointment, auditors had pursued professional certifications, received rewards and recognition for their length of service within Internal Audit, and rarely left the department.  They viewed Internal Audit as a profession.  Joseph came from General Electric (GE).  GE uses an organizational model in which Internal Audit has two goals:  audit and leadership development.  In the GE model, employees with leadership potential fill all auditor positions in two-to-three year rotational assignments.  These employees must have strong business acumen skills but are not required to have professional audit skills.  

Joseph created the Enterprise Auditor Program in May 2001.  This program was a formal job rotation program designed for early-career non-managers with leadership potential.  Early-career non-managers would join Internal Audit for two to three years and work alongside professional auditors.  Joseph told the existing professional audit staff they could not apply for the Enterprise Auditor Program.  Concurrent with the introduction of this program, Joseph directed his staff, which included my project sponsor, to lay off some existing professional auditors and to strongly encourage the remaining professional audit staff to leave the organization so that more open slots would be created for employees in the Enterprise Auditor Program.  He called this movement of the professional audit staff the flow-through model.  At this point, the department consisted of two types of employees:  Enterprise Audit Program members on formal job rotation assignments, and the non-rotating professional auditors who were strongly encouraged to flow-through (leave) the department.  The department contained approximately 25 Enterprise Auditors and 53 non-rotating professional auditors.  My project focused on the professional auditors.

The extent of dissatisfaction with the flow-through model among the professional audit staff was documented in the 2001 Employee Survey, conducted in the summer of 2001.  Internal Audit scores reflected significant decreases in a number of areas when compared to summer 2000 scores.  The Internal Audit Leadership Team formed employee focus teams to address the survey responses and make recommendations designed to improve scores on key questions.  One of these questions was related to job security.  My project’s original sponsor, the Director of the Puget Sound Region, had responsibility for this focus team. He asked me to develop a proposal to implement one recommendation: “Provide professional coaching to the professional audit staff.”  The Puget Sound Director and I worked together to develop my Master’s Thesis Project proposal.  When he and I reviewed the project proposal at a meeting with the Internal Audit Leadership Team in early February 2002, the vice president asked Conrad G., the Director of the Southern California Region, to sponsor the project since voluntary turnover was lowest in that region.  Conrad agreed to sponsor the project.  This is the point at which I began to worry about project sponsorship.  I didn’t know Conrad very well, and I wasn’t sure about his level of commitment.  I did not raise my concerns about sponsorship at this meeting, which demonstrated a lack of personal authority on my part.  I will describe my project’s sponsorship challenges and my personal authority challenges in more detail in Chapter 3.

Project Goals

While he was still the sponsor, the Puget Sound Director and I identified preliminary goals when we developed the project proposal in January 2002.  After Conrad assumed sponsorship at the Internal Audit Leadership Team meeting, he and I reviewed the goals and he concurred with them as written.  The goals were to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  After data collection and data feedback, Conrad and I identified a need to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, from Vice President to Directors to managers to professional audit staff.  We did not officially revise the project goals, but did identify this as a new goal.  I will discuss this misstep in Chapter 3.
Project Measures

As part of the contracting process, the Puget Sound Director and I also had identified measures for the two original project goals.  For goal (a) to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, he and I identified these measures: (a) an increase in the number of professional audit staff who proactively develop long-term career development plans, (b) an increase in the number of professional audit staff who seek out career coaching from their managers or other sources, and (c) an improvement in the sponsor’s perception of the mood of the Internal Audit organization.  For goal (b) to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers, the Puget Sound Director and I identified these measures: (a) an increase in Internal Audit managers’ comfort with career coaching abilities, (b) an increase in Internal Audit managers’ skills in career coaching, (c) an increase in quality of career discussions held between professional auditors and their managers, (d) an increase in the professional auditors’ perceptions that coaching is available to them, and (e) an increase in number of career discussions held between professional auditors and their managers.  

My sponsor and I never formally agreed to measures for goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  I will discuss this in more detail in Chapter 3.

The Puget Sound Director and I agreed to track these measures using a pre- and post-intervention survey, direct observation, and anecdotal information collected by the sponsor and me. After Conrad assumed sponsorship of this project, he and I reviewed these measures, and Conrad agreed to them with no changes.  

In this chapter, I described the client system, how I became involved in this project, the project background, goals and measures.  In the next chapter, I will review the literature relevant to this project.

CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

In this chapter, I will review the theory that informed my work and guided my interventions.  The chapter is organized in three parts: (a) client system, (b) project content, and (c) intervention methodology.

Client System

In this section I will describe the client systems at two levels.  The macro level will include theory relevant to this project at the industry level.  The micro level will include theory relevant to this client system in particular.

Macro Level

Three significant employment shifts are relevant to this project.  One is the changing nature of job stability.  The others are directly related to the Internal Audit industry:  a shift in the skills required by internal audit professionals, and a move by internal audit organizations to implement rotational programs.  I will now review the literature related to each of these shifts.

Changing nature of job stability.  Cappelli (1999) said white-collar job stability has been decreasing since the 1990s.  Career jobs – what Cappelli called “good prospects for steady, predictable advancement, lifetime security subject to minimum performance levels, as well good wages and benefits” (p. 149) – used to exist at many multi-national organizations, including ABC.  Corporations are now experiencing higher market risk due to increased competition, mergers, and rapid adoption of new technology (Jacoby, 1999).  One way corporations are dealing with this risk is through downsizing, which reduces job security.  As a result, career jobs are getting scarcer  (Cappelli, 1999).  

ABC experienced a significant increase in downsizing in 2001 and 2002.  As a result of a downturn in aircraft orders that was exacerbated by the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001, ABC announced the layoff of 30,000 employees.  While this primarily affected production workers, white-collar workers were also affected.  The Internal Audit organization laid off employees for the first time in more than 10 years. 

Internal audit industry shift in skills required.  Another significant shift affecting my client system has been the implementation of new internal audit practice standards and the requisite changes in required skills.  The Institute of Internal Auditors approved a new set of internal audit practice standards in late 2000 (Chapman, 2001).  Chapman said that the changes included expanding audit’s focus to include business process consulting and moving from a policing to a partnering mindset.  This marked a significant shift from the previous focus on rigid enforcement of compliance issues toward a focus on providing consulting services.  This shift means that professional auditors must now use skills that were not required under the old practice standards, including the ability to work in partnership with corporate stakeholders and the ability to create and communicate forward-looking, business-focused recommendations (Macdonald & Colombo, 2001).  These are skills that many professional internal auditors do not have (Barrier, 2001).   This was also true in my client system.  This skill disparity increased the professional auditors’ fear of job loss.  This fear of job loss was reflected in the low scores on the job security questions in the 2001 Employee Survey.  

Internal audit industry implementation of rotation programs.  The implementation of the Enterprise Auditor Program, the formal job rotation program described in Chapter 1, decreased the professional auditors’ sense of job security.  Joseph strongly encouraged them to leave the Internal Audit organization to make room for members of the new rotation program.  Adding similar rotation programs to Internal Audit organizations was occurring at many major organizations, including Ameritech, Ford, and IBM (Barrier, 2001).  John Morgan, a partner at Deloitte Touche, identified the need for a development path for professional auditors.  He said:
I can understand encouraging people to move out within the company, but having it forced when there may be the desire to stay in the audit department doesn’t make sense. Turnover should happen because there’s a culture within an organization that promotes the right sort of cross training and movement.  When it’s forced, you sometimes get the wrong types of behavior. (in Barrier, p. 37)

When Joseph strongly encouraged professional auditors to leave the Internal Audit organization, many of them thought they had to leave.  I believe this was a valid assumption, based on my direct observation of Joseph’s description of the flow-through model.  This contradicts Barrier’s (2001) assertion above that turnover should not be forced.  I believe the professional auditors’ belief that they had to leave Internal Audit caused their concern about job security.  

Micro Level

At the micro level of the client system, I drew on three theories that focused on the impact of implementing the formal rotational program and creating an environment in which the professional auditors thought they had to leave Internal Audit.  These three theories are (a) psychological contract breach, (b) effects of job rotation on non-rotating members of an organization, and (c) effects of high turnover on managers’ interest in employee development.

Psychological contract breach.  Lester, Turnley, Bloodgood and Bolino (2002) described the psychological contract as “the individual’s perceptions regarding what he/she has been promised by the organization (e.g., competitive wages, advancement opportunities, job security) and what he/she is expected to give the organization in return (e.g., a fair day’s work, loyalty)” (p. 40).  Psychological contract breach occurs when the individual believes the organization has not lived up to its commitments.  Lester also said that individuals react most negatively to a breach when they believe the organization has intentionally broken the contract.  Lester’s research indicated that supervisor and subordinates frequently vary in their interpretation of the breach.  Supervisors typically see the breach as necessary to sustain the organization, and subordinates typically see the breach as a broken promise.  In a study on how to manage psychological contract breach, Kickul, Lester and Finkl (2002) said that organizations should “be proactive in establishing clear and fair procedures and make an extra effort to ensure that all employees are treated with respect and dignity” (p. 484).

In this project, I collected data that indicated some professional auditors believed Joseph had broken their psychological contract.  Many professional auditors indicated they could see no business need for the change.  This supports the assertion by Lester, et al. (2002) that subordinates typically see psychological contract breach as a broken promise and not driven by business necessity.  

Effects of job rotation on non-rotating members of the organization.  The Enterprise Auditor Program, as I described in Chapter 1, was a job rotation program.  Members of the Enterprise Auditor Program worked side by side with professional auditors.  The professional auditors, while encouraged to leave the organization, were not members of a formal job rotation program.  Burke and Moore (2000) proposed a theoretical model of the effects of job rotation on non-rotater attitudes and behaviors.  They described three relevant tenets of the model: (a) perceived injustice in decisions about who can participate in a rotation program affects non-rotater attitudes toward their own career development and their supervisor, (b) perceived lack of career development options for non-rotaters affects their attitudes toward career development, and (c) perceived injustice can be moderated by demonstrating respect for the non-rotaters. 
Each of these three tenets was a factor in my client system.  Prior to my project, Joseph told the non-rotaters (the professional audit staff) they would not be considered for the Enterprise Auditor Program.  In the data collection I performed, some professional auditors expressed their opinion that this was unfair.  Also, prior to my project, non-rotaters had very little information about their own career development options and again perceived this as unfair.  Finally, the data indicated that the professional audit staff perceived that Joseph did not respect them.  I find Burke and Moore’s (2000) theory significant in explaining the dynamics in my client system.

Effects of high turnover on managers’ interest in employee development.  Organizations that have high turnover have less incentive to develop existing employees because supervisors are less likely to invest time and energy in employee development for employees who are expected to leave the organization (Cappelli, 2000).   This was borne out in my client system.  Two of the three managers rated employee development as a significantly lower priority than audit work and spent little time helping the professional audit staff create development plans.  I learned in the data collection phase of this project that, as a result, the professional audit staff thought their managers did not care about helping the professional audit staff with their development.  
Project Content

In this section, I will describe the theory relevant to each of the three project goals identified in Chapter 1.

Career Management

Project goal (a) was to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management.  Lewellyn (2002) described four concepts of career success and suggested motivations for each:  (a)  linear:  success comes from promotion, and employees are motivated by power and achievement; (b) expert:  success comes from being known as an expert, and employees are motivated by expertise and security; (c) spiral: success comes from moving to ever-broader positions every 5-10 years, and employees are motivated by growth and creativity; and (d) roamer: success comes from changing jobs every 2-3 years, and employees are motivated by variety and independence.  In my view, the professional audit staff held an expert career concept.  One of the objectives in my training intervention, which I will describe in Chapter 3, was to help the professional audit staff identify other places in which their expertise would be valued, both inside and outside the corporation.

 Figler and Bolles (1999) described six characteristics of employees who manage their careers:  (a) they assume responsibility for their careers, (b) they consider career options that may seem farfetched, (c) they determine how to utilize their best skills, (d) they manage the positive and negative emotions that accompany a job change, (e) they have a specific model to follow to accomplish their career goals, and (f) they choose work that has meaning and purpose.  Guerriero and Allen (1998) believed that employees become more self-reliant when they use a career management model.

Since career management was a new concept to many of the professional audit staff, I wanted to find a model that was simple, straightforward, and described in language they could easily understand.  Parsons (1909) described the three factors to consider when choosing a career:

  (1) a clear understanding of yourself, your aptitudes, abilities, interests, ambitions, resources, limitations, and their causes; (2) a knowledge of the requirements and conditions of success, advantages and disadvantages, compensation, opportunities, and prospects in different lines of work; (3) true reasoning on the relations of these two groups of facts. (p. 5)

Messmer (2002) updated this process with audit language:  “In much the same way you’d manage a financial audit, thoroughly examine your current job, and assess your professional attitudes and ambitions” (p. 17).  Messmer identified two steps in a career audit:  identify what motivates you, and consider your assets and liabilities.  Messmer’s model included no action steps.  

The Systems Development Life Cycle model (Wagner & Duncan, 2000) included both analysis and action steps.  Wagner and Duncan described the Systems Development Life Cycle as “a systematic and orderly approach to solving business problems” (p. 7).  I believed the Wagner and Duncan model would be the most beneficial for the professional audit staff because it seemed to mesh well with the analytical approach used by the staff when planning and conducting audits, and it included both analysis and action steps.  The steps in this approach are (a) Systems Planning – Identify a career goal; (b) Systems Analysis – Identify the skills, qualifications, and experiences necessary for the desired position, perform a self-assessment to identify current resources, and perform a gap analysis; (c) Systems Design – Create a plan to address the gaps identified in step two; (d) Systems Implementation – Execute the plan and monitor progress to achieve goal; and (e) Systems Support – Establish new goals if/as necessary.  I augmented this high-level framework with a more detailed Strategic Career Action Plan adapted from the work of Guerriero and Allen (1998).  My adaptation is included in Appendix A.  I included this action plan in the workbook I designed for the professional audit staff.  In my training intervention, which I will describe in Chapter 3, I planned quiet time for the professional auditors to start creating their own career action plan.  They did start creating their plans, and I believe the structure I provided in the workbook helped them to do so.

Career Coaching

Project goal (b) was to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers so that they could provide career coaching to the professional audit staff.  Coaching is a specific type of intervention in which the coach works with a client to achieve goals the client has set (O’Neill, 2000).  Coach actions typically include asking questions to help illuminate the client’s thought process and create new possibilities for action that move the client toward the goals he/she has set (Flaherty, 1999).  Career coaching focuses on the skills needed by coaches to ask questions that help clients gain clarity about their career goals and develop and carry out a plan to address gaps that exist between their existing skills and attributes and those required to reach their career goals (Guerriero & Allen, 1998).  In my intervention with the audit managers, I focused on increasing their career coaching skills.

In live-action coaching (O’Neill, 2000), the coach observes the client in meetings and intervenes during the meeting rather than afterward when the coach and client are alone.  O’Neill identified two relevant prerequisites for live-action coaching: a high level of trust between coach and client, and a need by the client to have help in becoming aware of and changing behavioral patterns.  I anticipated that live-action coaching would be a significant part of my intervention with my client system because I believed it was the most effective and most efficient way to help the managers develop their career coaching skills.  It turned out to be less significant than I had planned.  I will discuss this further in Chapter 3.  In the next section, I will describe the theory relevant to clarifying understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.

Clarifying Understanding of the Flow-Through Model

Conrad and I created goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, after the data feedback phase of my project.  We did not formally identify this as a project goal, a misstep I will address in Chapter 3.  We added this goal because the data indicated that many members of the client system did not understand the flow-through model, and it was difficult to implement a model they did not understand.

Change communication theory.  In order to successfully communicate change, a leader must answer these five questions:  why, what, who, how, and when as completely and accurately as possible  (Axley, 2000).  Miller and Miller (1997) identified two types of communication critical to understanding an issue:  straight talk and attentive listening.  They said that, when using straight talk, a leader deals directly with an issue, identifies tension when it exists, acknowledges differences, requests and gives feedback, expresses appreciation, and shares vulnerability.  Leaders who practice attentive listening pay attention to the speaker, acknowledge the speaker’s experience, invite more information, and summarize to ensure understanding.  I observed little straight talk and little attentive listening in my client system.  One of my roles in this project was to help my client system develop its skill in both areas.  I believed that increased straight talk and attentive listening would improve the flow-through model by increasing meaningful communication about where people were confused.  As I will describe in Chapter 3, Joseph did listen more, and Conrad and other members of the client system increased their straight talk skills.  As a result, the client system gained better understanding of the flow-through model.

Leader’s communication style.  Clampitt, DeKoch, and Cashman (2000) identified five styles of leadership communication: (a) Spray and Pray – leaders tell employees everything and hope that they have communicated what is necessary, (b) Tell and Sell – leaders focus on communicating key points and “selling” employees that the leader’s approach is the right one, (c) Underscore and Explore – leaders focus on communicating key points and seek out employees’ reactions, (d) Identify and Reply – leaders identify employee concerns and respond to them, and (e) Withhold and Uphold – leaders communicate as little as possible.  Clampitt, DeKoch and Cashman believed the Underscore and Explore style is the most effective because leaders using this style focus on the key points and respond to employee concerns.  I observed Joseph, the Vice President, using a Tell and Sell style when communicating about the flow-through model.  He told employees what the flow-through model was and rarely invited comment.  I observed Conrad using what I believe was an Identify and Reply style.  He asked his employees about their concerns and then attempted to respond to them.  Unfortunately, since Joseph was using a Tell and Sell style, I believe Conrad had difficulty communicating his questions and his staff’s concerns to Joseph.  As a result, prior to my project, my client system did not clearly understand the flow-through model, and Joseph had not heard or incorporated employee concerns that could have improved the model.

Intervention Methodology

I will now describe the theories and models that guided my overall approach to the project.  They are (a) waterline model, (b) transition, (c) change management, (d) middle management, (e) training design, (f) action research model, (g) sponsor-agent-target-advocate model, (h) consultant roles, and (i) critical incidents.

Waterline Model

The waterline model (Harrison, 1979) helped me realize the need for the third project goal, to increase understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  Harrison created this model to focus on the importance of paying attention both to what a group is trying to accomplish (task) and to how the group works together (maintenance).  In particular, Harrison suggested that groups typically focus on their task, which is visible to group members and in Harrison’s terminology, above the waterline. What Harrison proposed is that groups that are having difficulty completing their tasks are often having difficulty below the waterline, in how the group is working together.  Harrison also proposed an order when diagnosing problems in group functioning.  He suggested that a group must first clarify its goals and roles, then its norms, then look at potential interpersonal issues and finally intrapersonal issues.  My experience in groups is that they often use this model in reverse and start with the presumption that a particular group member has an intrapersonal problem rather than with the presumption that the group could gain more clarity about its goals and roles.

This model was important to my work because Joseph believed that intrapersonal issues were getting in the way of successful change implementation – that the professional audit staff were having difficulty accepting the flow-through model.  Using the waterline model (Harrison, 1979) as a guide, Conrad and I believed that, in regards to the flow-through model, the professional auditors needed to understand what its objectives were and exactly who was responsible for implementing its different components.  Because of these concerns, Conrad and I added goal (c) to the project.

Transition  

Joseph’s decision to implement the flow-through model began a transition for all members of the client system.  Scott and Jaffe (1995) described a four-square Transition GridSM that I found useful in understanding the professional auditors’ reactions to Joseph’s implementation decision.  Scott and Jaffe described four phases of transition:  denial, resistance, exploration, and commitment.  The first phase is denial.  Those in this phase might experience numbness and a focus on the past.  Leaders should “confront individuals with information” and give them time to let things sink in.  The second phase is resistance.  Those in this phase might experience anger and a sense of loss, and feel victimized.  Leaders should let others express their feelings appropriately and continue communicating.  The third phase is exploration.  Those in this phase might experience an increase in energy and lots of ideas but little focus.  Leaders should prioritize, focus on the short-term, and communicate.  The fourth and final phase is commitment.  Those in this phase might experience a sense of focus and people coming together to implement the change.  Leaders should continue planning with a longer time horizon and celebrate the successful transition.  I believed, based on the initial data I collected, that members of the client system were in the resistance phase of the transition.  As a result, I designed my client interventions to include opportunities for Conrad to share information with the professional auditors and for the professional auditors to share their feelings about how they were reacting to the changes.

Change Management

Kotter (1996) described the 8 steps necessary to successfully lead change:  (a) establish a sense of urgency; (b) create the guiding coalition; (c) develop a vision and strategy; (d) communicate the change vision; (e) empower broad-based action; (f) generate short-term wins; (g) consolidate gains and produce more change; and (h) anchor new approaches in the culture.  Kotter also identified the importance of completing these steps in order.  I observed step one, creating a sense of urgency, when I entered the client system.  I based my observation both on Joseph and Conrad’s desire to proceed with my project, as well as the professional auditors’ statements that they thought they needed to find new jobs soon.  I believed that Conrad completed step two, creating the guiding coalition, when he formed the project team to help direct the change effort.  Proceeding to step three, developing a vision and strategy, I discovered that Joseph’s vision regarding the flow-through model was unclear to the organization.  Nanus (1992) described the importance of a vision that was well articulated and easily understood.  Since the vision was unclear, the strategy was also unclear.  Because of this, we added a new project goal, to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  Once people were clear about the flow-through model, we could proceed with an implementation strategy.  My training intervention, which I will describe in Chapter 3, was part of that strategy.  

One of the challenges of this project was that very little of it was within Conrad’s control.  I used Scott and Jaffe’s (1995) model to help him and me identify what parts of the change were controllable.  Scott and Jaffe identified three aspects of change: (a) givens – those aspects not within the control of the client system, (b) negotiables – those aspects that the client system can influence but not control, and (c) controllables – those aspects the client system can control directly.  This was an important concept for this project since so much of the project was outside the control of my client system.  The vice president had identified a number of givens, with very little available for negotiation or control.  Conrad and I found this very frustrating.  We used Scott and Jaffe’s framework to categorize the success criteria generated at the data feedback meeting so that we could focus on those success criteria that we could influence or control.  For example, the client system could not control the decision to implement the flow-through model – Joseph had already made that decision.  The client system could control their own career management, however.

Middle Management

Conrad, as sustaining sponsor for this project, was in what Barry Oshry (1992) called a “Middle” position.  According to Oshry, an organization’s hierarchical structure automatically generates actions and reactions by three groups of people:  Tops, Middles, and Bottoms.  One employee can be a Top, a Middle, and a Bottom in different settings within the same organization.  Oshry described the three roles and their typical reaction to organizational life.  Tops are the leaders of their organization or group and typically feel overwhelmed by the complexity of their job.  They can interpret well-meaning input from others as added complications.  Middles are middle managers and typically feel torn as a result of being pulled in opposite directions by their boss (a Top) and their employees (Bottoms).  Middles often respond to this pressure by choosing sides or avoiding sides.  Bottoms are employees, and they often feel vulnerable to the whims of their Tops.  Bottoms typically respond to feeling vulnerable by disengaging from work and blaming others for what is wrong.

Oshry (1992) identified a different way for all three roles to behave:  Tops need to ask for help, and Bottoms need to take responsibility.  He had this to say about Middles:  

My business as a middle is not to disappear in the middle of other people’s issues and conflicts and lose my independence of thought and action.  My business as a middle is to maintain my independence of thought and action, and to empower myself and others. (p. 171)

I had been a middle manager and empathized with the challenges my sponsor faced.  My goal with Conrad was to encourage him to maintain his independence when interacting with Joseph.  I did this by asking Conrad to step into his sponsorship responsibilities even when this meant he had to question or disagree with Joseph.  When Conrad stepped into a strong sponsorship role, I believe he was very effective.  I will describe this in greater detail in Chapter 3.

Training Design

Milano and Ullius (1998) identified 6 principles of good training design:  (a) adults want to use their experience in learning situations; (b) motivation for learning is driven by needs; (c) adults are ultimate judges of the relevance of training; (d) protecting learners’ self-esteem is critical; (e) adults’ expectations about training will determine their behavior; and (f) adults learn in a variety of ways and have preferences in learning styles.  When designing the training intervention I will describe in Chapter 3, I wanted to design training that would be a good fit for the predominant learning styles of the professional auditors.  Based both on my overall experience at the client’s company and at my knowledge of audit as a profession, I determined that most of the participants were what Kolb, Osland and Rubin (1995) called assimilators and convergers.  Assimilators are focused on ideas and abstract concepts and want logical theories.  Convergers are strong in problem solving and focus on practical application of ideas.  Both of these types prefer facts to feelings.  I, therefore, focused in the training on presenting a logical model of career management and included practical information on how to apply the model to the auditors’ own situation.  I was also interested in increasing the likelihood that the learning would be used by the participants.  Yamnill and McLean (2001) identified three factors that affect the transfer of training:  (a) motivation to transfer, (b) transfer climate, and (c) transfer design.  Motivation to transfer is dependent on the participants’ desire to use the new learning.  I influenced this factor in my design by including the clarification of the flow-through model, so that each participant knew how he or she would be affected by the flow-through model implementation.  The second factor, transfer climate, describes the conditions in the organization that support the transfer of learning into the workplace.  Conrad created a positive transfer climate by building in requirements to use the learning when participants met with their managers to discuss their personal development plans.  The final factor, transfer design, highlights the importance of including elements in the training itself that facilitate the transfer of learning.  I designed time for the participants to start creating their individual career plans.  In the training, I also designed time for them to share their next steps with a fellow participant and to determine how they would support each other in reaching their goals after the class was over.

Action Research Model

I used the action research model (Lewin, 1948) as a framework for my project.  Kurt Lewin developed the action research method in the 1940s and described it as “a spiral of steps, each of which is composed of a cycle of planning, action and fact-finding about the result of the action” (p. 206).  French (1969) described the process in more detail:

The key aspects of the model are diagnosis, data gathering, feedback to the client group, data discussion and work by the client group, action planning, and action.  The sequence tends to be cyclical, with the focus on new or advanced problems as the client group learns to work more effectively together. (p. 26)

Weisbord (1987) described the flow of a typical action research project.  A key member of a client organization perceives problem(s) or opportunity(ies) and contacts a consultant.  This member of the client organization, typically known as the sponsor, and the consultant discuss the situation and enter into a contract that specifies the scope of work and the preliminary goals and measures.  The consultant gathers preliminary data about the problem or opportunity, potentially in collaboration with the client, and tentatively identifies a diagnosis.  The consultant and sponsor share the data collected with the client system.  The consultant, sponsor, and client system agree on the meaning of the data and jointly identify a diagnosis.  They then work together to set change goals and develop an action plan to accomplish those goals.  After the consultant and sponsor have executed the action plan, they again review the data with the client system to determine whether the goals have been met.  If the goals have not been met, consultant and sponsor perform additional diagnosis and action planning.  The consultant and client system continue in the execution, data collection, data feedback, and action planning loop until the goals are achieved or abandoned.

As I have described above, the consultant and client system work together in action research.  Geoff Bellman (1992) described the benefit of this approach:  involving the client system in the work builds trust in the consultant and commitment to the project results.  This was especially important in my client system, since I wanted to help it move from feeling helpless to feeling more in control.  I used all of the action research phases in my project.  I will describe each of them in detail in Chapter 3. 

Sponsor-Agent-Target-Advocate Model

Another model that guided my work was the Sponsor-Agent-Target-Advocate model developed by Daryl Conner (1992).  Conner identified resilient people and organizations as those who can prosper during times of change, and he identified seven support patterns that lead to increased resilience.  He called one of these support patterns the Roles of Change.  Conner identified four roles that, when identified and properly filled, increase the likelihood of successful change implementation.  He called these roles sponsor, target, agent, and advocate.    

The Sponsor is the individual or group with the power to authorize change (Conner, 1992).  Sponsors make decisions about the vision and direction of an organization, allocate resources, and determine the decision-making style that will be used.  In a change effort, sponsors must fully support the change both in public and in private.  They must also be persistent, have a long-term perspective, and be willing to endure some discomfort to ensure the change effort succeeds.  Conner said that, while sponsors must be sensitive to the impact of the change on their organization, they must balance this sensitivity with an ability to monitor progress and take appropriate action when plans are not met.  They must also be willing to make hard decisions in support of the change, and they do this by identifying what they are willing to give up in order to have the change succeed and by ensuring that the change effort focuses on only those elements critical to its success.  Conner identified two types of sponsors:  initiating and sustaining.  The initiating sponsor identifies the vision and direction; the sustaining sponsor is responsible for implementing the initiating sponsor’s vision.  In my client organization, Joseph was the initiating sponsor for the implementation of the flow-through model; Conrad was a sustaining sponsor.  As I will describe in Chapter 3, I believe the project would have been more successful if Conrad had been a stronger sustaining sponsor.

The second role described by Conner (1992) is Agent.  This is frequently the role played by a consultant.  Conner described the success criteria for agents:  “Agent success depends on the ability to diagnose potential problems, develop a plan to deal with these issues, and execute the change effectively” (p. 106).  The agent facilitates change and has no direct authority over anyone in the client system.  Conner recommended that agents do not act as sponsors or cover for poor sponsorship.  He said, “When your sponsor cannot or will not take the proper steps to legitimize the change and reinforce the targets, it should be taken as a sign that the project is no longer of sufficient importance to proceed”  (p. 123).  I was the agent for this project.

Targets are those individuals or groups whose behavior must change in order for the change effort to succeed (Conner, 1992).  Targets, therefore, are crucial to the success of a change effort.  In order to increase the likelihood of successful change, targets should be clear about the sponsor’s commitment to the change, what needs to change, and how they will be affected by the change.  In my project, the professional audit managers and staff in Southern California were the targets.  

The final role described by Conner (1992) is Advocate.  Advocates are individuals or groups who want to achieve a change but do not have sponsoring authority.  Frequently, advocates work with potential sponsors to encourage the potential sponsor to initiate a change.  There was no advocate in my project.

Consultant Roles

Block (2000) identified three potential consultant roles:  expert, pair of hands, and collaborator.  He said the expert consultant makes most of the decisions and merely keeps the client informed.  Little effort is focused on increasing the capacity of the client to independently manage change.  In the pair of hands role, the consultant makes very few decisions and does what the client asks.  Since the consultant is doing only what the client says, there is little opportunity for dialogue or learning.  The third consultant role is collaborator.  In this role, Block said the consultant and client work together as peers:  they share responsibility for planning, implementation, and results, and consciously choose how each will be involved at each stage of the project.  With consultant as collaborator, both consultant and client learning can be significant.  I chose to use the collaborator style for this project.  Conrad and I shared responsibility for the project.  At the end of the project, I asked Conrad to identify my consultant style using Block’s (2000) three roles.  Conrad identified me as primarily collaborative, but deferring to Conrad for decision-making.  I will describe this in more detail in Chapters 3 and 6.

Critical Incidents 

I used the critical incident framework throughout my project to identify those events in which an individual’s behavior had a significant impact on my client system.  Cohen & Smith (1976) described a critical incident as follows:

A critical incident is defined as the confrontation of a group leader by one or more members, in which an explicit or implicit opinion, decision, or action is demanded of that leader.  It may also be observed conversation, a confrontation among members, an event taking place, or a period of silence.  The essential property of a critical incident is that the phenomenon is judged important enough by a group leader to consider, consciously and explicitly, a decision to act in a way assumed to have an important impact on the group. (p.114)

I will describe the critical incidents in my project in Chapter 3.  

In this chapter, I reviewed the literature that informed my work in three areas:  the client system, the project content, and my intervention methodology.  In the next chapter, I will describe the intervention itself.

CHAPTER 3

Intervention

In this chapter, I will describe the significant events that occurred during the project.  I will focus on the critical incidents (Cohen & Smith, 1976) that occurred in each phase of action research and organize the chapter both chronologically and thematically.  

Project Time Line

The project time line was as follows:

Entry and Contracting

January – early February

Data Collection

Mid-to-late February

Data Feedback


Late February – Early March

Goal and Action Planning
March

Implementation

Mid-to-late April

Follow-Up


Early May

Project Themes

In the entry and contracting phase of this project, I identified two themes present throughout the project:  Conrad’s intermittent sponsorship and my intermittent personal authority.  I believe more effective project sponsorship would have led to a better result (Conner, 1992).  I also believe that more personal authority on my part would have led to a better result – I might have been able to help Conrad’s sponsorship be more effective if I had been more willing to challenge and confront him.  I will describe instances of both effective and ineffective sponsorship in the narration below.  I will also describe the instances throughout the project in which my personal authority, or lack thereof, had a significant impact.

Entry and Contracting

I conducted my change project in the Internal Audit organization of the ABC Company.  As I indicated in Chapter 1, my initial contracting conversations were with the Puget Sound Regional Director.  He and I spent approximately 90 minutes together in late November 2001 and early January 2002 and agreed on project scope, the action research methodology (Lewin, 1948), and a project proposal (see Appendix B).  In one of our conversations, we attempted to connect this project’s goals to Internal Audit’s bottom-line business goals.   Internal Audit had a goal that a certain number of professional auditors voluntarily left the organization each month.   This goal was not being met.  The Director and I discussed whether our project goal should be to achieve an increase in the number of professional auditors who voluntarily left the organization.  We decided not to use that as a goal because, given the poor business climate at ABC which I described in Chapter 2, it could take up to six months or more for a professional auditor to move to another job within ABC.  For these reasons, we decided it would be difficult to track project success in a short time frame if we used an increase in voluntary exits as a goal.  We decided instead to focus on goals that were more achievable and measurable in the short term:  to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  We then created measures for each of these project goals.  After I completed the data feedback phase of this project, I did not even think about referring to the project measures when creating my pre- and post-intervention measures.  If I had tied the project goals to real business goals and linked the project measures to business measures that were already in use in the organization, I think both Conrad and I would have been more able to determine that we were still on track to achieve the business goals.  

In early February, The Puget Sound Director and I briefed the Internal Audit Leadership Team, which included Conrad, on our project proposal to gain Joseph’s approval to proceed with the project in Puget Sound.  Joseph agreed the project was worthwhile but asked Conrad to sponsor it in Southern California because that was the region with the least voluntary turnover.  Conrad readily agreed at the meeting, and we made plans to meet in California the following week.

I knew the Puget Sound Director and his sponsorship style quite well, and I had been quite confident in his ability to provide effective sponsorship.  I was less confident in Conrad’s sponsorship because I knew him less well, and I did not know how committed he would be to my project.  What I did know about Conrad was based on my time in Internal Audit.  What I observed then is that the Puget Sound Director typically questioned Joseph, and Conrad typically did not.  Joseph was the initiating sponsor of the move to the flow-through model, and Conrad was a sustaining sponsor.  Conner (1992) described the difference:  the initiating sponsor is responsible for setting direction for the change, and the sustaining sponsor is responsible for sponsoring it at the local level.  Strong sustaining sponsors often question initiating sponsors to ensure they are clear about what needs to be done so that they can support the change.  I was confident that the Puget Sound Director could successfully fill the role of sustaining sponsor; for the reasons I mentioned above, I was less confident about Conrad.  I realized after the meeting in which Conrad accepted sponsorship that perhaps Joseph should be my project sponsor instead, but I did not do anything about it because he had just asked Conrad to sponsor me and because I thought it would be more difficult to work with Joseph directly.  

Shortly after Conrad became sponsor, I flew to California to meet with him on February 12.  Conrad and I reviewed the project proposal that the Puget Sound Director and I had drafted, and Conrad accepted the project proposal, goals, and measures as is.  I was very nervous when I met with him because I was unsure about his degree of sponsorship and personal commitment to my project.  This was a critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976).  I should have used my nervousness as an indicator that I was unsure about sponsorship and had a more detailed conversation with Conrad to assess his level of commitment.  Instead, I was aware that I was being overly apologetic when I met with him – I apologized that he had been identified as sponsor, and that I would be asking for his time when I knew he was already very busy.  Williamson (1991) defined one of the key elements of personal authority as the ability to value one’s personal judgment consistently and to make decisions and act on this judgment.  In the incident I just described, I did not value or act on my judgment.  As a result, I remained unsure about Conrad’s level of commitment.

I had planned the timeline so that the designed intervention would be scheduled in late May.  Conrad requested that we complete the project by late April, as he was anxious to reap the benefits because Joseph had been pressuring him to get professional audit staff to flow through (leave) Conrad’s group.  Conrad’s voice sounded strained when he made this request.  As a result of the strain I heard in his voice and the statement he made about Joseph pressuring him, I believed that his pain level was high, one indicator of strong sponsorship (Conner, 1992).  I did not ask him whether his pain level was high; however, I assumed it was for the reasons I described but, once again, I did not verify that with Conrad.  We agreed to complete the implementation phase by the end of April.

Conrad also suggested that we add members of his staff to our team to work with me throughout the project so that they could learn from what I did and be more able to effect change without me in the future.  We agreed the team would assist me in data collection and data feedback, and that we would decide after data feedback on the continuing role of the team on the project.  I readily concurred because I support Block’s (2000) assertion that consultants should help build capacity in the client system.  Conrad suggested one manager and one professional auditor who were highly supportive of the change to a flow-through organization.  I encouraged Conrad to add members who were not supporters so that we would get a more balanced representation of the organization and would not be seen as “stacking the deck” with supporters.  He readily agreed.  This was the first time Conrad and I were faced with making a decision related to the project, and we were able to do so collaboratively.  I was encouraged by the transaction because I thought we worked together well.  Ending this phase of the project, I felt happy that Conrad appeared to be committed to the project and was confident in our ability to work together.  Even though Conrad had just assumed the original project goals and we had not explicitly reconfirmed them, I interpreted his willingness to assign members of his organization to the project as a sign of his commitment.  

Data Collection

Conrad and I agreed to collect data from the client system via survey and interview – one survey for all professional auditors and managers, and an additional survey for the three managers that would be followed by an interview with me.  The project team and I drafted and edited the survey.  Conrad reviewed and accepted our final draft, which contained a combination of Likert scale and open-ended questions. (See Appendix C.)  Conrad agreed to kick off the project and data collection at his weekly staff meeting on February 19.  I flew down to California to be present in person.  Conrad and I spent a few minutes before the meeting reviewing what he should say.  At the meeting, Conrad introduced me and described the project.  He said the project was very important, that this was an opportunity for all staff members to be heard and to have a say in what we worked on, and encouraged their full participation and cooperation.  I thought that he presented the project well and was relieved that he said he strongly supported it.  I then described the action research methodology and the data collection process.  Conrad and I asked for responses to the survey by February 22, only three days later, for two reasons: our mutual experience indicated that a longer response time does not generally correlate with a higher response rate, and we needed to collect the data as quickly as possible to meet our target of having implementation complete by the end of April.  I also asked the three managers to review the managers’ survey and give me their responses in a one-on-one meeting I would schedule.

A critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976) occurred after the meeting, when one of my project team members said that other members of the organization had approached him to inquire whether their data would be truly anonymous.  This was a critical incident because I believe it highlighted the participants’ lack of trust in Internal Audit leadership and me.   I told the team member that it was my desire that the participants respond freely and honestly, I acknowledged that it was important for participants to be sure the data was anonymous, and I reiterated what I had stated that morning, that I would collate the data with all names removed before sharing it with anyone.  I do believe that the project team members grew to trust me in the data collection phase, because they told me things they said they had not told anyone in management.  I also believed that the participants trusted the project team, especially those members who did not support the implementation of the flow-through model. With this knowledge that trust was an issue, I chose to involve the project team more extensively in the data feedback phase to help build trust between the participants and me.

We received 20 out of a possible 22 survey participant responses, and I met with all three managers to gather their responses to the managers’ survey.  I was pleased with the high response rate.  It had been over nine months since the flow-through model had been rolled out, and I had been concerned that the professional auditors would think there was no point in participating because nothing was going to change anyway.  This would have been typical “Bottom” behavior (Oshry, 1992).  I thought it spoke well of the health of Conrad’s group that the professional auditors were still willing to engage with us.  In addition to the high response rate, the quality of the responses to the open-ended questions in my opinion was high – participants had taken the time to respond to these in some detail.  Conrad expressed appreciation at the high response rate, but said he was not surprised by it.  Once I had received and collated the survey responses, I prepared for the data feedback phase of my project.

Data Feedback

I planned four data feedback meetings:  one with my project team, one with Conrad, one with the entire client system and one with the three managers and Conrad.  I wanted the team to be involved first because I thought this would help create credibility in the client system – they would see the raw data and help me make sense of it, so it would be more difficult for the members of the client system to think that Conrad or I had manipulated the data in any way.  I met with Conrad next because I wanted him to see the data before the data feedback meeting so he wasn’t surprised by it and because we had agreed to work collaboratively.  After these two meetings, Conrad and I were ready for the data feedback meeting to the entire client system.  Finally, I met with the three managers and Conrad to review the manager-only data, which we did not share with the entire system.  I will now briefly describe each of these interventions.

Feedback to Project Team

I met with the project team and described the two objectives of the meeting: to make sense of the data and to decide how to summarize the data for Conrad.  I purposely chose not to participate in the first part of the team discussion because I wanted the team to make sense of the data on its own.  I did this because I wanted them to continue to trust me, and I wanted the professional auditors in the client system to know that I trusted the team.  I did say that I reserved the right to add observations from my outsider perspective if I saw themes in the data that they did not, and that I would identify them as such.  The team identified 26 unique themes in the data and I added one:  that Conrad’s name was not mentioned in the survey responses.  I believed this was significant because Joseph was mentioned quite often, so I was curious about why Conrad wasn’t mentioned.  I speculated that it was because Conrad was perceived as implementing Joseph’s directions, rather than acting at his own direction.  The team and I decided on 16 themes to present to Conrad.

Feedback to Project Sponsor

Later that day, the team and I presented the 16 themes and all of the collated data to Conrad.  I identified the objectives of this meeting:  to review the data and to prepare Conrad for his role in the larger data feedback meeting.  Conrad accepted the data as an accurate representation of the thoughts and feeling in the organization and asked some clarifying questions.  He then asked for some time to digest the data.  He and I agreed to meet the following day to continue our discussion of the data and prepare for the data feedback meeting.

A critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976) occurred the next day when Conrad and I met.  Conrad asked me what I thought it meant that his name was not mentioned in the survey responses.  At this point, I had a choice:  I could say I didn’t know, I could ask Conrad what he thought, or I could tell Conrad what I thought.  I chose to ask Conrad what he thought because asking questions of clients to help illuminate their thought process (Flaherty, 1999) is part of my practitioner style.  Conrad indicated that much of his advocacy for the staff is behind the scenes, and that it was possible that his staff were unaware of the actions he was taking on their behalf.  I agreed that was a possibility and offered that another interpretation of the data might be that he was not seen as a strong leader in the organization.  I based this interpretation on my assessment that he was acting as a traditional “middle” (Oshry, 1992) and was not perceived as leading.  I believed the data indicated that the professional auditors did not perceive Conrad as a strong leader, and in my conversations with Conrad, he indicated that he was uncomfortable questioning or challenging Joseph.  Conrad acknowledged that this would be consistent with his personality and management style, which he described as introverted and not aggressive.  I believe I missed an opportunity to explore this issue further.  This issue directly related to how Conrad would act as the sponsor of this change project and also to how Conrad interacted with Joseph.    My statement to Conrad would have been stronger if I had either said that I perceived him as not being a strong leader, or if I had asked him if he wanted to work on his leadership.  In the moment, I was worried that Conrad might be offended or hurt by the data or my interpretation, and it did not occur to me to leverage this opportunity.  Looking back, I think I lacked personal authority in that moment because I had an opinion, I believe it would have helped Conrad to hear it, and I still chose not to express it.  

Conrad reviewed all of the data and suggested improvements in the way we organized it for the system-wide data feedback meeting, which I will describe next.

Feedback to Client System

The team and I, with Conrad’s concurrence, collapsed the 16 original themes to five and supported each theme with direct quotes from the survey responses.  The five themes were (a) concerns about flow-through, (b) concerns about my (the professional auditors’) future, (c) concerns about lack of teaming with Enterprise Auditors, (d) concerns about lack of trust in Internal Audit leadership, and (e) concerns about lack of quality, timely, performance feedback.  We held the system data feedback meeting on March 4.  I identified five objectives for this meeting:  (a) to share, discuss, and understand data collected, (b) to identify the 1-2 issues that are most important/highest leverage, (c) to compare these to the preliminary project goals and decide which to commit to, (d) to develop a picture of what success looks like for those 1-2 selected issues, and (e) to identify next steps.

The team and I set up the meeting room with chairs in a circle, and the five themes and supporting quotes on charts around the room.  After everyone arrived, I reviewed the objectives for the meeting.  Conrad thanked everyone for their participation in the survey and encouraged them to continue that full participation at the meeting.  I then asked my project team members to read the themes and supporting quotes.  I then asked the meeting attendees to wander around the room and engage in conversation around whichever theme most interested them.  The participants got out of their chairs and walked around the room reviewing the themes.  Lively conversations started at many of the theme charts.  When the conversations at the individual theme charts had started to die down and participants had stopped moving between charts, I asked participants to vote for the two most important/highest leverage themes.  The ones they chose were Concerns about flow-through, with 13 votes, and Concerns about my future, with 9 votes.  I then called a break so that Conrad and I could decide what to do next.

Conrad and I discussed these two themes and agreed that they were both important.  After the break, I split the group into two and asked one group to brainstorm responses to “What does success look like?” for the Concerns about flow-through theme, and asked the other to brainstorm responses to “What does success look like?” for the Concerns about my future theme.  I did this because we wanted the group to identify how we could measure whether or not we had addressed their concerns.  After the participants completed that exercise, several commented that the responses to “What does success look like?” were very similar for both themes.  Conrad thanked everyone for their participation, agreed that these two themes were also priorities of his, and committed to working with me to develop an action plan to address the two themes.

When Conrad and I talked after this meeting we agreed that the concerns about my future theme was closely related to our original project goals, which were to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  We also agreed that concerns about flow-through was an important theme that should be addressed.  As I described in Chapter 1, Conrad and I did not go back and specifically revise the project goals to address this new theme.  We did agree that it was important to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, and I treated this as my third project goal.  I do not believe that this misstep affected the quality of the work that Conrad and I did on this project.  I do believe it would have been appropriate for us to revise the goals for two reasons.  First, it is possible that this new goal could have been in conflict with an existing goal.  If that had been the case, it would have been helpful to be aware of that and to discuss the conflict with Conrad.  Second, if we had officially revised the goals, I would have been more likely to remember to officially determine measures for the new goal.  I will address this learning in Chapter 6.  Not revising the goals also made it more difficult to draw a clear connection between my intervention measures and my project goals.  

Feedback to Managers

Conrad and I met with his three managers over lunch to review the data from the manager-only survey and decide next steps.  We discussed and confirmed the key themes I had identified in their data:  the managers’ needs for improved performance management and career coaching skills, and their need to understand the priority of performance management and career coaching compared to their other work responsibilities.  Conrad thanked the managers for their participation, agreed these two themes were priorities, and committed to working with the managers and me to develop an action plan to address them.  Part of the first theme identified in the managers’ data, the manager’s need for improved career coaching skills, was already addressed in project goal (b).  Another consultant addressed the rest of the first theme, the managers’ need for improved performance management, and the second theme, the managers’ need to understand the priority of performance management and career coaching as part of an All-Managers’ Meeting he was planning for Joseph.  Conrad and I again had agreed on new goals without formally revising the project goals.  Again, I believe we were successful even though we did not formally revise the goals, and I now believe it is important to be explicit about changing the goals, a lesson I will return to in Chapter 6.

At this point in the project, I felt quite elated.  We had successfully engaged the entire system and the manager sub-system in conversation about the data.  The system and sponsor had mutually agreed on the priorities and committed to working them.  Conrad and I had committed to developing an action plan to address them.  I had met all of my meeting objectives!  In my judgment, we were experiencing three benefits of the action research model.  First, I believe we were building trust and commitment by involving the client system in deciding which of its concerns to address (Bellman, 1992).  I base this assessment on the high amount of participation at the system data feedback meeting and the willingness of participants to identify what success would look like.  Secondly, we trusted that the client system had the necessary information to decide what needed to be done (French, 1969).  Finally, we helped the system learn about itself (French) when we involved it in data analysis and decision-making.  

Two weeks before the system data feedback meeting I described above, an event occurred that caused me to question the viability of my project.  Joseph asked Conrad to work with an organizational development consultant that Joseph had enlisted to design an All-Manager’s Meeting for the entire Internal Audit organization.  Conrad was unclear how this new activity related to this action research project and suggested that the consultant, Conrad, and I meet to clarify the new consultant’s role, the objectives of the All-Manager’s Meeting, and the interrelationship between the new consultant and me.  When the three of us met by teleconference, the organizational design consultant, Ed, indicated that Joseph had told him the agenda for the All-Manager’s Meeting.  Ed described an agenda that I saw as a significant overlap in scope with the goals of my change project.  I tried several times during the teleconference to raise my concerns, and did not feel heard.  I even described the potential that I would not be able to graduate on time if I did not have a project left.  Ed was a Leadership Institute of Seattle graduate, and I was surprised and disappointed that he did not respond to what seemed to me like urgent pleas for help.  Ed agreed to send the agenda he was drafting for the meeting, and I left concerned that my project had just been rendered obsolete.

Fortunately, just after this teleconference, I had a meeting scheduled with my adjunct faculty.  After encouraging me to share my thoughts and feelings about what had just happened, he coached me to call my sponsor and get this straightened out.  My adjunct then helped me to calm down and to formulate a strategy for my conversation with Conrad.  I called Conrad right after getting off the phone with my adjunct.  This was a critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976).  I explained that I was confused about our contract, given the work that Ed had described, and asked if I still had his support to proceed with my project.  He said I did.  I then asked Conrad, as my sponsor, to contact Joseph directly, clarify the purpose of this other activity, and protect the project he and I had started in Southern California.  I was quite nervous about initiating this conversation because I wasn’t sure that Conrad would support me.  I realized just as I wrote that last sentence that my fear is about being abandoned and left unsupported.  This is a multi-generational family of origin issue that I will address again in Chapter 5, and it fits a pattern I see in my lack of personal authority  – it is weakest when I think I am not wanted or valued.  Conrad and I spoke for about forty minutes.  He said that he had the same questions and concerns that I did.  He expressed reluctance about having the conversation with Joseph but agreed to do it.  This was another critical incident.  I had concerns about Conrad’s sponsorship, and he chose to face his reluctance and have a conversation with Joseph.  Conrad asked me to document the conversation with Ed in an e-mail, which he would then use when getting clarity and direction from Joseph.  I drafted and sent the e-mail.  Conrad then spoke with Joseph, who gave Conrad responsibility and authority for the All-Manager’s Meeting design.  Ed and I were then able to work together on a design that did not conflict with this project’s goals.  I was quite relieved that I still had a project, although a little concerned about the added complication of coordinating the All-Manager’s meeting.

In the incident I described above, I experienced first-hand two patterns that I had observed in the client system: (a) Conrad rarely challenged or questioned Joseph, and (b) my belief that Conrad would not stand up for me.  I was able, with my adjunct’s coaching, to ask Conrad for what I needed, and he delivered.  I was grateful for his assistance and pleased that I was able to step up to the plate.  I also think I could have gone even farther than I did and used this incident to open up a dialogue with Conrad about the patterns I had observed in the system.

Designed Interventions

As a result of the data feedback meetings I described above and independent of Ed’s work to design an All-Manager’s Meeting, I designed an intervention to address the three project goals.  I first categorized the goals according to the degree of control the client system had over each goal.  The three categories were givens, negotiables, and controllables (Scott & Jaffe, 1995).  Conrad and I agreed that he and his client system had control over the first two goals, to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase career coaching skills of audit managers.  The third goal, to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, was negotiable, not controllable, by the client system.  Conrad could express his confusion and request clarification, and Joseph would have to reply in order to address the third goal.
To address goal (a), to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, I planned a five-hour training intervention for the professional audit staff with seven learning goals: (a) to understand the flow-through model, (b) to understand a career management model, (c) to understand their role vs. the manager’s role in their career management, (d) to experience an increase in confidence about their future, (e) to be committed to taking the first step in career self-management, (f) to understand what the flow-through model means to them, and (g) to identify a next step in career self-management.  I can see now that it would have been very useful to explicitly link the learning goals to project goals; I did not do that.  Conrad and I treated these goals as learning goals for the training intervention and did not correlate them to the project goals.

For goal (b), to increase career coaching skills of audit managers, I planned a 2.5-hour meeting that focused primarily on understanding the career management model I described in Chapter 2, and on discussing and practicing career coaching questions.  I planned to supplement this training with one-on-one live-action coaching (O’Neill, 2000) with each manager.  Conrad and I also agreed to work with Ed to tailor the upcoming All-Manager’s Meeting agenda to support this goal.

I recommended to Conrad that he, Joseph, and the other members of the Leadership Team work together on goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  Conrad and I proposed this to Joseph in a teleconference on March 7.   Joseph indicated his desire to work on clarifying the flow-through model alone first and then to review it with his team.  I believe Joseph missed an opportunity to shift from the Tell and Sell (Clampitt, DeKoch, & Cashman, 2000) communication style to an Underscore and Explore style.  His decision to work alone and then review with his team did not affect outcome of this project.  However, I do see this as another opportunity missed, both by Conrad and myself, to be clear about and advocate for what we wanted.

Implementation

As soon as Conrad, Joseph, and I had agreed on the action plan, we started to implement the plan.  We first had to address goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, because I wanted to include a discussion of the clarified model in the interventions with the managers and professional staff.

Flow-Through Model Clarification

Conrad and I facilitated a series of e-mail and phone conversations with Joseph in which we asked him questions about the flow-through model.  These questions were based both on the questions we had heard from members of the client system and on our own observations.  As a result of these conversations, Joseph clarified the impact of flow-through on individual professional audit staff and clarified his thinking about the future role of professional auditors within the organization.  Joseph changed the wording in the flow-through model from “career auditor” to “professional auditor” to reflect the non-permanent nature of the audit assignment in the future.  This cleared up confusion about how a career auditor would be defined under the flow-through model.  Joseph also reduced the pressure on existing professional audit staff to immediately find other jobs – he told the professional staff that there was no short-term pressure to move on.  I believe he did this because he realized that he needed to retain core expertise within the department, and that he would not be able to meet his business goals if all of the professional auditors left.  The reduction in pressure to leave the organization reduced the professional audit staff’s interest in career self-management, since many now planned to stay within Internal Audit indefinitely.  Joseph’s decision to reduce pressure to leave the organization was a critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976) in the project.  I encouraged Conrad to ensure Joseph realized that taking the pressure off would reduce the intensity with which the professional staff pursued other career alternatives.  Conrad did so.  While this decision lessened the felt need for my training intervention, it lowered the stress level in the system by reducing the professional audit staff’s fear of imminent job loss.  Joseph updated the flow-through model to reflect his decision to reduce pressure on the professional audit staff to leave the organization and communicated that to the Leadership Team.  Conrad communicated the change to his employees at a staff meeting, and I reviewed it again at the intervention with the professional audit staff.

Intervention with Managers

We had originally scheduled the intervention with managers on April 1.  In mid-March, Conrad expressed concern about the date.  He said he thought we might want to wait until after the All-Managers’ Meeting I described above, which was scheduled on April 10.  Conrad and I discussed pros and cons for about 40 minutes.  I asked Conrad questions to help him clarify his thinking (Flaherty, 1999), said that I would support whatever he decided, and encouraged him to make a decision.  Conrad could not decide, and I noticed myself becoming exasperated.  I finally recommended that we postpone the date.  This was a critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976).  I believed we would lose momentum if we postponed the intervention, and I believed that Conrad wanted to postpone.  I chose not only to release him from his discomfort by making a recommendation, but also to recommend the choice I did not want.  This is another example of how I did not value my judgment or act on it (Williamson, 1991).  We decided to reschedule the intervention to April 22 so that Conrad could be available.

To increase the coaching skills of the managers, I had planned a 2.5-hour training. Unfortunately, I was able to get only about sixty minutes.  This was due in large part to the fact that Conrad was not present for the meeting.  Joseph called Conrad to a meeting in Chicago on the same date as my intervention.  Another critical incident (Cohen & Smith, 1976) occurred when I agreed to go ahead with the intervention without Conrad.  I decided that we should not postpone again, since we were already three weeks behind our target schedule.  And I decided not to pressure Conrad to ask Joseph to change his meeting.  I did ask Conrad if he thought about asking Joseph to change the meeting.  He said no, and I let it drop.  Given the same situation, I would try harder to have Conrad present or at least available by phone.  I was starting to wonder if we would ever get the interventions scheduled, and I believe we were reducing our effectiveness by waiting.  Therefore, even though the intervention was not completely effective, I believe I made the right decision in going ahead without Conrad.

In the sixty minutes I had with the managers, I facilitated a conversation about career coaching, I presented a four-step career management model that they could use with their employees, I did a short role-play with one of the managers, and we brainstormed and practiced asking good career coaching questions.  I also offered to meet with them one-on-one to discuss coaching and to do live-action coaching as they met with their employees.  One manager asked to meet with me one-on-one and asked me to use live-action coaching with her during three employee meetings.  One manager asked to meet with me one-on-one and to provide live-action coaching during one employee meeting.  One manager did not ask for a meeting or live-action coaching.  I believe the level of participation would have been higher if Conrad had been present or if he had communicated clear expectations that all three managers would participate fully.  He did neither.  I had assumed that all managers would participate and didn’t think to ask Conrad to communicate that expectation.  Conrad was unreachable during this time, so I could not react in real-time by requesting that he encourage or direct the managers to participate fully.  

Intervention with Professional Audit Staff

To help the professional audit staff understand and commit to more active career self-management, and to continue to clarify their understanding of the flow-through model, I designed a five-hour training intervention, spread over two days, April 22 and 23.  I purposely designed an intervention at which the professional audit staff would feel comfortable – some but not too much interaction, not too much talking about feelings, not too much creativity in my design.  I believe the homogeneity I experienced with my client system and my role as an internal consultant led me to a comfortable design, when a less comfortable design could have been more effective.  I will discuss this in more detail in Chapters 5 and 6.   

I designed a pre-intervention survey that participants completed to begin day one. (See Appendix D.)  After participants completed the survey, I asked them to form small groups, think back to what they wanted to be when they grew up, and share that with their group.  We then had a large group discussion.  I designed this exercise because I wanted participants to remember that they didn’t always want to be auditors, and I wanted them to think about the possibility of other careers.  We then reviewed and discussed the latest version of the flow-through model.  I presented the “What would success look like?” criteria that the professional audit staff had generated in the data feedback meeting, and asked the participants to break into four small teams to identify the criteria that had been met.  To my surprise, no criterion was selected as met by all four teams.  I was surprised by the negative tone of the meeting to this point and speculated to myself that most participants were still in the denial or resistance quarters of the 4-Square transition model (Scott & Jaffe, 1995).  I ended day one by drawing the model, explaining it, and asking participants to mark where they were in relation to the change as they left for the day.  To my surprise, almost all of the marks were in the exploration quarter, with two in the commitment quarter.

At the beginning of day two, I showed the participants the change model and expressed my surprise at their scoring, based on our conversation the day before.  We had a good discussion in which participants indicated they had been whining the day before because they hadn’t had a chance to do that as a group in some time, and they were actually feeling much more positive than the conversation the prior day indicated.  I was relieved!  I also think that I may have been able to get to that positive energy on day one if I had focused more on facilitating the group’s discussion.  As I will describe in more detail in Chapter 6, I believe I had forgotten that one of my responsibilities was to facilitate the group discussion and ensure that all voices and points of view were heard.

The rest of day two went smoothly.  I introduced the career management model I described in Chapter 2.  In order to help participants think of alternative career possibilities, we brainstormed what they liked about being professional auditors and then identified other jobs within and outside of ABC that had similar characteristics.  The next step in my design was to have Conrad speak about how he and his managers would help the professional auditors with their career planning.  As I described earlier, Conrad was not at this intervention because he was at a meeting with Joseph in Chicago.  When I asked him what to do with his segments of the agenda, he said he had asked one of his managers to speak on his behalf.  In my opinion, this was another example of weak sponsorship by Conrad.  When I checked with the manager the night before the meeting to see if she wanted any help preparing, she said that she did not recall Conrad asking her to participate and didn’t know anything about it.  She and I spent some time that afternoon reviewing the day’s agenda, and then she continued her preparation that evening.  When she spoke on Conrad’s behalf at the meeting, she exhibited masterful Middle behavior (Oshry, 1992):  she neutrally described the organization’s position, described what she understood and still had questions about, and fielded questions that accepted responsibility when appropriate and encouraged participants to accept responsibility when appropriate.  Participants then spent some time completing their career action plan and identifying a next step that they were committed to taking in support of their career.  I then asked them to find one other person in the room with whom they could share their next step and ask for support in completing it.  At the end of day two, I asked participants to complete the post-intervention survey and a facilitator evaluation. 

Follow-Up 

Following the intervention with the professional audit staff, I analyzed the data from the pre- and post-intervention Likert scales and shared the results with Conrad.  I will review these results in detail in Chapter 4.  In a presentation to the Leadership Team prepared by Conrad in mid-June, he highlighted the changes implemented as a result of this project.  He said that we had (a) clarified the flow-through model, (b) conducted career coaching training for managers, (c) clarified the definition and role of the professional audit staff, and (d) improved the quarterly career management discussions between professional audit staff and their managers.  Conrad also shared the pre- and post-intervention survey results, which I will describe in Chapter 4.  In September, Conrad reported that five of his 22 professional audit staff had voluntarily left the organization since we completed this project.  Conrad also reported that Joseph was essentially satisfied with that level of flow-through.

I believe I added value to the organization because I was asked to conduct data collection and feedback, and career management training, at the other major Internal Audit sites in Puget Sound and St. Louis.  In addition, in September 2002, Conrad asked if I would be interested in working with Internal Audit to address issues arising from the 2002 Employee Survey.  I developed a proposal I thought would be effective for them and fun for me. They accepted, and I will start working with them in January 2003.

In this chapter, I reviewed both a chronological and thematic time line of this change project.  In the next chapter, I will review the quantitative and qualitative results.

CHAPTER 4

Results

In this chapter, I will describe project goals, the measurement methodology I used, and the project outcomes.

Project Goals

The preliminary goals and measures were to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  After data collection and data feedback, Conrad and I identified a third goal:  to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  

Methodology


I measured goal achievement using both qualitative and quantitative methods.  I issued pre- and post-intervention surveys to gather both qualitative and quantitative information.  Conrad and I also gathered qualitative data during and after the project.  In gathering quantitative data, I administered pre- and post-intervention surveys (see Appendix D), and I analyzed results using the Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test (see Appendix E).  The Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test is a non-parametric test that has the following requirements: (a) ordinal data, (b) two groups, (c) related (paired or matched) groups, and (d) ranked data (Swanson, 2001).  The Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test is more powerful than the Sign Test because it takes into account both the direction and the magnitude of change.  I matched the pre- and post- intervention surveys by giving each participant a copy of each survey with the same identifying number.  In three cases, I received a pre-intervention survey but not a post-intervention survey.  I did not use these unmatched pre-intervention measures because they did not meet the requirements for the Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test.

I will now review the outcomes for each goal.

Goal (a): To Increase Commitment of Professional Audit Staff and Managers to Active Career Self-Management
Quantitative data.  The original quantitative measures Conrad and I identified were an increase in the number of professional audit staff who proactively develop long-term career development plans, and an increase in the number of professional audit staff who seek out career coaching from their managers or other sources.  During my project, the ABC Human Resources department mandated that all employees complete a Performance Development Partnership form.  This form focused on strengths and areas of improvement within the current job assignment.  All employees were responsible for completing the form and reviewing it with their managers.  Conrad and I created an addendum to this form (Appendix F) that focused on short- and long-term career planning.  100% of the professional audit staff in the client system completed these forms and held career discussions with their managers.  However, because this form was mandatory, it undercut the “proactively” and “seek out” language in the original measures. 

I had four questions related to goal (a) on the pre- and post- intervention survey.  In all cases, I tested the null hypothesis H0, that there was no change between the pre- and post-intervention scores.  The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test, at a 95% confidence level, indicated we should reject the null hypothesis for one question: I have clearly identified my next career step, and that we should accept the null hypothesis for two questions:  I understand how to manage my career, and I am committed to taking control of my career.  The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was inconclusive for this question:  I feel confident about my future.  These results indicate that we did not attain goal (a).  While the identification of a next career step is an indicator that the participants are starting to take steps toward career self-management, the data indicated participants are not more committed to taking control of their careers.  
Client observation.  Conrad has told me he is satisfied that some of his professional auditors are more actively committed to managing their careers, and some professional auditors reported that my training session had helped them think about assessing their personal and career goals.  Five professional auditors have voluntarily left Internal Audit since I finished my project.  Now that Joseph has relieved the pressure to flow through immediately, some of Conrad’s staff is planning on staying in Internal Audit for two or three more years until retirement.  Conrad indicated he had no expectation that professional auditors close to retirement would voluntarily leave the organization, and he expressed no surprise that they are not doing so.  

Consultant observation.  In my live-action coaching role, I observed four auditor-manager career management discussions, and I observed that all four auditors came to the meeting prepared with career ideas and specific next steps.  This led me to believe that the professional auditors were becoming more committed to career self-management.

Goal (b):  To Career Coaching Skills of Audit Managers 
Conrad and I identified five measures for this goal:  (a) an increase in Internal Audit managers’ comfort with career coaching abilities, (b) an increase in Internal Audit managers’ skills in career coaching, (c) an increase in quality of career discussions held with manager, (d) an increase in professional staff’s perception that coaching is available to them, and (e) an increase in the number of career discussions held with manager.  As I discussed in Chapter 3, I did not align the pre- and post-intervention measures with the project measures.  As a result, the measurement tool I designed assessed only measures (d) and (e) using quantitative data.  I will describe those results now.

Quantitative data.   We assessed measure (d), an increase in professional staffs’ perception that coaching is available to them, on the pre- and post- intervention survey by asking the question, I believe my manager has an interest in helping me achieve my career goals.  We tested the null hypothesis H0, that there was no change between the pre- and post-intervention scores.  The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test, at a 95% confidence level, indicated we should reject the null hypothesis.  Since the professional staff believes their manager has an interest in helping them, I believe this positively affects their perception that coaching is available.

We addressed measure (e), the number of career discussions held, with a structural intervention.  In addition to the meeting required to discuss the Performance Development Plan and Addendum described above, each employee/manager pair is expected to meet quarterly to review and adjust the plan as necessary.  This is a metric that is now tracked and reported quarterly by the Internal Audit Leadership Team, and was 100% achieved in the quarter in which my project completed.

Client observation.  I have no client observation for this goal.  Conrad was not present for my intervention with his managers, and he has not commented on their skill in this area.

Consultant observation.  I assessed measures (a) through (c) based on my observation of the managers in my live-action coaching role.  Of the three Internal Audit managers in the client organization, I believe M. increased her comfort and skills to a great degree, D. increased his comfort and skills to a small degree, and S. did not experience an increase in either comfort or skills.  I base this assessment on the following observations.  M. asked me to live-action coach in three career coaching sessions with employees.  In the first session, M. looked to me frequently for direction and support.  I occasionally suggested a question she might ask.  We debriefed after the first session and we discussed her state of mind, which she described as nervous.  We also identified what had gone well and not so well in the session.  M. incorporated this learning and appeared more confident in the second session.  She looked to me less frequently, and asked good direct questions with less hesitation.  When we debriefed the second session, she indicated she was more comfortable with career coaching and that she was “getting the hang of it.”  In the third session, the employee got very emotional as a reaction to the stress she had been under to find a job.  I experienced M. using a great deal of empathy with the employee, and also a great degree of personal authority in offering to help the employee find a solution.  In our third session debrief, M. expressed satisfaction with the outcome and said she felt ready to do career coaching on her own.  I concurred.

I believe D. experienced a small increase in comfort and skills.  When he and I met one-on-one to discuss his experience and concerns with career coaching, he thought he had to have the knowledge to tell employees exactly what job they should take next and exactly how to get it.  When he realized that he could ask questions that would help the employee figure out what to do and how to get there, I observed him relax his shoulders and comment that asking questions would be easier.  I interpreted this as an increase in comfort regarding career coaching.  I acted as live-action coach in one career coaching session between D. and one of his employees.  I experienced D. as somewhat nervous, as he was talking faster than usual.  I also experienced him telling the employee what to do more than he was asking questions.  I suggested some questions using live-action coaching.  When we debriefed the session, D. indicated that he saw the value in asking questions but was finding it difficult to adopt that style.  I interpret this as a small increase in career coaching skills.  D. was attempting to get comfortable with a new skill, but had not practiced it enough to incorporate the new behavior of asking questions.

The third manager, S., was not interested in having a conversation about career coaching or in having me act as live-action coach in his one-on-one sessions with employees.  I have no evidence to suggest he experienced an increase in either career coaching comfort or skills as a result of this project.

Goal (c):  To Clarify Understanding of the Flow-through Model throughout the Organization
As I indicated in Chapters 1 and 3, Conrad and I never formally identified measures for this goal.  I do have data to support its attainment, however, and I will describe that now.

Quantitative data.  We had two questions related to this goal on the pre- and post- intervention survey.  In both cases, we tested the null hypothesis H0, that there was no change between the pre- and post-intervention scores.  The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test, at a 95% confidence level, indicated we should reject the null hypothesis for this statement:  My concerns about flow-through have been heard and addressed, and accept the null hypothesis for this statement:  I understand the flow-through model.  I believe the data indicates we must accept the null hypothesis for this second statement because 3 of the 16 respondents expressed less understanding of the flow-through model after the training.

Client observation.  As I indicated in Chapter 3, Conrad briefed the Internal Audit Leadership Team about the results of our project in June.  He specifically referred twice to the attainment of this goal:  he said that we achieved specific clarification of flow-through guiding principle and that we clarified the definition of professional audit staff, which was an integral part of the flow-through model.  M., one of Conrad’s managers, also reported having greater clarity about the model as a result of this project. 

Consultant observation. Joseph made a number of changes to the flow-through model as a result of the questions that Conrad and I asked.  I interpret these changes as necessary to reflect his new understanding of the model – if he had been completely clear about the model, he would not have changed it as a result of our input.   I also observed Conrad and his managers speaking more confidently about the model.  I interpret this as an increase in their clarity of understanding.

Summary

In this chapter I reviewed the three project goals and assessed how successful we were in reaching the goals.  I believe we substantially achieved goal (c) and were partially successful in achieving goals (a) and (b).  In the next chapter, I will describe the impact of my personal style on this project, and this project’s impact on my future work as a practitioner.

CHAPTER 5

Personal Impact

In this chapter, I will describe how my personal style affected my intervention choices during the project, and how the project has affected my personal style.  I will consider my scores on the Fundamental Interpersonal Relational Orientation – Behavior (FIRO-B) instrument, Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode instrument and Enneagram.  I will also consider the particular influences of my family of origin and culture of origin.  Finally, I will describe the impact of my role as an internal consultant and having been a member of the client organization.

Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation – Behavior (FIRO-B)

The Fundamental Interpersonal Relational Orientation – Behavior (FIRO-B) (Schutz, 1990) instrument measures how an individual tends to behave toward others and how the individual would like others to behave toward him/her.  It measures three interpersonal needs:  inclusion, control, and affection.  Inclusion measures the desired amount of participation and contact with others.  Control measures the desired amount of influence, responsibility and decision-making.  Affection measures the desired amount of openness and personal warmth.  The FIRO-B measures these three needs in two dimensions:  expressed behavior and wanted behavior.  The expressed behavior score describes how often the individual initiates the behavior; the wanted behavior score describes how often the individual would prefer someone else take the initiative.

My expressed and wanted inclusion scores are both in the medium range.  I want to decide when to be included.  I initiate inclusive behavior as much as I want others to initiate it.  My expressed and wanted control scores are both in the low range.  I do not want to be controlled by others and I do not want to control others.  My expressed and wanted affection scores are both in the medium range.  Similar to my inclusion scores, I want to decide how open to be with my colleagues, and initiate affection about as often as I wish others would initiate it.

My medium scores in inclusion and affection indicate an ability to adapt to circumstances.  Neither had a significant impact on my performance during the project, although I will return briefly to my inclusion scores when I discuss my role as internal consultant.  I believe my low control scores were an effective match for my client organization.  My low expressed control score reflects a desire not to take responsibility for or make decisions for others.  In Chapter 3, I described my request that Conrad talk to Joseph about my concerns about the All-Manager’s meeting and Conrad’s reluctance to do so.  If I had a higher expressed control score, I might have been more likely to call Joseph myself which would have been overfunctioning.  In another instance, I asked Conrad to rate me using Block’s (2000) definitions of expert, collaborative, and pair-of-hands consulting.  For the focus of control characteristic, Conrad selected “Client retains full control with consultant input,” which is characteristic of the pair-of-hands model.  I recall being surprised when I first read that, and now think it makes sense.  Conrad was very averse to making decisions, and I think what I thought was appropriate balance of control felt one-sided to Conrad. 

Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument

The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode (Thomas & Killman, 1974) instrument assesses an individual’s behavior in conflict situations.  It assesses behavior along two axes:  assertiveness and cooperativeness.  The instrument identifies five potential conflict modes: (a) Avoiding (low assertive, low cooperative), (b) Competing (high assertive, low cooperative), (c) Compromising (medium assertive and medium cooperative), (d) Accommodating (high cooperative and low assertive) and (e) Collaborating (high cooperative and high assertive).  All five modes can be useful in certain situations.  The instrument is designed to identify an individual’s default behavior and make that behavior more visible and therefore more purposeful.

When I first took the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument in April 2001, I had to take it twice – once with my work persona in mind and once with my home persona in mind.  In my work mindset, I tested as a collaborator; in my home mindset I tested as an accommodator.  In my project work, I believe I defaulted to the collaborator style except when I thought I would not be supported, at which point I fell back to the accommodator style. This is a family of origin pattern – I grew up intent on pleasing my mother, to the exclusion of my own needs and wants.  If I didn’t please her, she would cut me off emotionally.  I believe this is what pulls me back to the accommodator style under times of stress – the fear that I will be cut off.  Examples of me using the accommodator style are when I didn’t question Conrad becoming my project sponsor and when I didn’t ask Conrad to ask Joseph to move the Chicago meeting that conflicted with my intervention.  I used the collaborator style when Conrad and I first negotiated the project timeline, and when, after my adjunct coached me, I asked Conrad to talk with Joseph about my concerns about the All-Manager’s meeting.  Conrad perceived me as collaborating.  Again quoting from his assessment of me using Block’s (2000) consulting definitions, Conrad described our relationship using these phrases:  “consultant and client work to become interdependent” and “client and consultant negotiate roles and responsibilities.”  

Enneagram

The Enneagram (Riso & Hudson, 1999) maps nine fundamental personality types and the interrelationships between them.  It is synthesized from a variety of spiritual and religious traditions, including Buddhist and Sufi traditions. (Riso & Hudson).  In the Enneagram system, I am a Type Nine with a One-Wing.  Type Nine is the Peacemaker; Riso and Hudson described this type as “the easygoing, self-effacing type:  receptive, reassuring, agreeable, and complacent” (p. 316).  The One-Wing indicates a tendency toward perfectionism.  The Nine’s basic fear is of loss and separation; their motto:  “I go with the flow”  (Riso & Hudson, p. 316).

I find the Enneagram useful in interpreting my participation in this project.  On those occasions I described in the previous section, where I adopted an accommodator style of conflict resolution, I felt fear of loss and separation – fear that my project would be canceled, and fear that Conrad wouldn’t support me with Joseph.  Riso and Hudson (1999) described the way for Nines to become healthier:  “Nines become actualized and remain healthy by learning to recognize their own Essential value . . . they work at developing themselves and their potential and put themselves out in the world, letting others know what they have to offer” (p. 337).  A recurring theme in my assessments during my two years at the Leadership Institute of Seattle is that I don’t value myself enough.  I continue to struggle, as I did in this project, to value myself and my needs and wants, and to express and support them with others.

Family of Origin

My struggle to value myself and my needs and wants is indicative of a lack of personal authority (Williamson, 1991).  Williamson defined five key elements of personal authority:  (a) the ability to know and direct one’s own thoughts, and freedom to choose when to express them, (b) ability to value one’s personal judgment consistently, and to make decisions and act on this judgment, (c) ability to take responsibility for all of one’s experiences, decisions, and actions, and their consequences, (d) ability to connect emotionally with others as one freely chooses, and (e) ability to relate to all other human beings as peers.

The main family of origin patterns I continue to address are both related to personal authority.  My tendency to be self-critical is an example of my inability to value my personal judgment consistently.  My tendency to be accommodating is an example of my inability to act on my personal judgment.  I believe I kept my self-critical tendencies out of my interactions with my sponsor and client system, although they are personally present as I review my results one last time and write this paper.  I believe I could have effected more change and had more of an impact on the system if I had been more able to step into my personal authority.  In my family system, I learned to devalue my own judgment and my own needs and wants in order to attempt to make my mother happy.  A number of incidents of sexual abuse outside the family also contributed to my feelings of powerlessness.  I am aware of the sources of my lack of power, and I continue to work aggressively on addressing them through counseling, spirituality, and self-care.

Culture of Origin

My culture of origin is middle-class, white, suburban, large-corporation America.  This was also the predominant culture of origin within the client system.  Because I was so similar to my client system, I could easily empathize, I spoke their language and established rapport easily, and I had a frame of reference regarding what change efforts would be possible.  I was also disadvantaged by the amount of similarity between my culture of origin and theirs.  As Rochi (1970) said, “In the beginner’s mind there are many possibilities, but in the expert’s mind there are few” (p. 21).  I believe I might have seen more creative intervention opportunities if I had not shared the same cultural perspective as the client system.  I believe that, in order for me to be most effective as a consultant, I need to be a little less comfortable.  Quinn (1988) said, “Excellence is a paradoxical phenomenon that emerges under conditions of uncertainty and creative tension” (p. 12).  I believe I am capable of more transformational work and that more creative tension would help me access that capability within myself.  For example, it would have been outside of my, and the participants’, comfort zone if I had had them draw their experience of the flow-through model or their job-hunting experience.  Moving the participants from the familiar cognitive realm to a more creative or kinesthetic realm may have put them more in touch with their experience and increased the possibility for meaningful dialogue and powerful movement.

Internal Consultant with Prior History

My prior history as a member of the client organization also affected the way I engaged with the system.  I felt at ease in the organization since I knew all of the leadership and some of the professional audit staff.  I believe I dealt more openly and directly with issues when they arose as a result of this familiarity.  I also noticed that I felt some sadness at being an outsider.  If I had still been with the organization, I could have taken a sponsorship role myself.  I attribute this sadness to two aspects of my personality that I briefly discussed above:  My medium inclusion score on the FIRO-B and my Enneagram type.  I chose to leave a leadership role in the client organization but only because my job moved to Chicago, and I was unwilling to relocate.  My medium inclusion score indicates a desire to choose when and how to be included, and I was still experiencing a sense of loss as a result of having to choose between two bad options (lose the job or move).  My Enneagram type explains the other reason for my sadness at being an outsider.  As an optimistic perfectionist, I saw the potential for what was possible in the client organization.  As a consultant, I was limited in my ability to affect change by my sponsor’s willingness to champion it.  I believe that if I had still been a member of the organization, I would have been more able to influence positive change.  This is not an experience I typically have in other coaching or consulting situations, so I believe it was due to my close connection to the client organization and not a characteristic trait.

Client Feedback

At the end of the project, I asked Conrad to rate my effectiveness as a consultant.  He rated the overall effectiveness of the project in reaching our goals as 4+ on a 1-5 scale.  He gave me an overall consultant rating of 5, would recommend, on a 1-5 scale, and added this comment:  “Empathetic, not judgmental, listens well, provides suggestions, always moves forward, earned respect of a sometimes difficult audience, keeps process on target.”  I was very happy to see his comments; they match my own experience.  

The participants also rated my effectiveness at the end of their two-day session.  They rated my overall effectiveness as 3.3 on a scale from 1 to 5, and their overall rating of me as a facilitator was 4.4 on a scale from 1 to 5.  Their written comments indicated that they appreciated that I listened well and kept things moving, and wanted me to have drawn people out more.

In this chapter, I described how my personality, family and culture of origin, and relationship with the client organization influenced my work on this project.  In the next chapter, I will summarize the project and describe my key learning.

CHAPTER 6

Summary and Conclusions

I learned a great deal about action research and about me as a practitioner as a result of this project.   I will summarize the project and my learning in this chapter.

Project Summary

This action research project involved one region of the Internal Audit organization of the ABC Company.  I was invited to help the department accomplish two key goals:  to increase the commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  

I intervened in the client system, using an action research model, from early February through late April 2002.  I worked with four members of the client system as well as my sponsor, Conrad, to design a data collection survey that I distributed to all twenty-two members of the client organization.  We received twenty responses.  The team and I identified themes based on the data collected.  We shared these themes with our sponsor and used them as the basis for the design of a system-wide data feedback meeting.  At that meeting, the participants reviewed and discussed the themes, and identified two as priorities.  Participants brainstormed success criteria for the two selected themes and Conrad, my sponsor, thanked them for their participation and honesty and agreed to take action on the two themes.  One of the themes, concern about the professional audit staff’s future, directly supported our two project goals.  Conrad and I added a new goal, to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, to address the second theme, concerns about flow-through.

I developed action plans on three levels:  for the Internal Audit Leadership Team, for Conrad and his management team, and for the professional audit staff in Conrad’s organization, and we implemented these plans in March and April.  The vice president worked to be clearer in his own mind about the flow-through model he was implementing and to communicate this clarity to the client system.  I designed an intervention for the managers that included three hours of training and live-action coaching.  I had only 60 minutes for the training segment, and only two of the three coaches accepted my invitation of live-action coaching.  The intervention I designed for the professional audit staff took five hours over two days.  We measured the results of the intervention with the professional audit staff with pre- and post-intervention surveys using Likert scales.

The data show we successfully achieved goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization.  We partially achieved goal (a), to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management, and goal (b), to increase the career coaching skills of audit managers.  The changes in the organization that occurred as a result of this project are being maintained and have also occurred at the two other major locations of this organization.

I will now describe my key learning about action research and myself as a practitioner, including what I would do differently in the future.

Key Learning

Action Research

I had four areas of learning about action research: (a) the importance of connection to business goals, (b) the importance of continued focus on project goals and measures, (c) the importance of strong, committed sponsorship, and (d) the implications of the iterative nature of action research.

Importance of connection to business goals.  As I mentioned in Chapter 3, there was a business reason for the organization’s move to a flow-through model.  In order to make room for employees rotating into the organization, the professional audit staff currently in the organization had to rotate out.  Increasing rotation opportunities within Internal Audit would increase the financial acumen of the Finance organization and, therefore, increase the financial performance of the company.  Although increasing the financial performance of the company is clearly a business goal, it was so far removed from our scope of work as to be almost meaningless.  My experience in staff organizations within major corporations indicates this lack of connection to the bottom line is a common occurrence.  If I were to start this project again, I would try to identify a measurable business goal within the organization’s control and focus our efforts around that goal.

Importance of continued focus on project goals and measures.

One result of the lack of a compelling business goal is that both the sponsor and I neglected the original project goals and measures for which we had contracted.  We did not officially review and/or update our original goals and measures as a part of our action planning.  Also, I did not draw an explicit connection between the learning goals for the training intervention and the project goals, nor was there a pre-planned connection between my pre-and post-intervention questions and the project goals.  While I believe we did good work on this project, I believe we would have been more focused and successful if we had incorporated the original project goals and measures into our management and planning of the project. 

Importance of strong, committed sponsorship.

In Chapter 3, I described the sponsorship challenges I faced.  I knew the importance of a strong, committed sponsor before I started this project.  My actual project experience has driven that learning home.  Conrad was effective when he was willing to challenge Joseph, which he did at a critical juncture, but less effective when he was unwilling to do so.  In the future, I would plan to either contract with the initiating sponsor directly or get greater clarity regarding the sustaining sponsor’s level of commitment before agreeing to the work.  If the sustaining sponsor’s level of commitment were low, I would propose we begin with a coaching relationship so that the sustaining sponsor could develop and clarify a position on the change and then engage in meaningful dialogue with the initiating sponsor.

Implications of the iterative nature of action research.

As I described in Chapter 2, action research is, by design, an iterative process.  Client and consultant learn from the system, take action, learn, take action, etc.  In this project, the client system gained additional clarity regarding the definition of the flow-through model.  This clarity was essential to the professional audit staff’s understanding of the model and its implications.  Because the clarity resulted in less immediate pressure to leave the organization, the professional audit staff were less interested in career management.  Progress on goal (c), to clarify understanding of the flow-through model throughout the organization, resulted in more difficulty making progress on goal (a), to increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management.  In future work, I plan to pay more attention to the relationship between the project goals.  When added goals reduce the likelihood of achieving the original goals, I will discuss that likelihood with my sponsor and determine whether the original goals should be dropped or changed.

In this section, I described what I learned about action research.  I will now describe what I learned about myself as a practitioner.

My Practitioner Style

My learning about myself is in four categories: (a) importance of personal authority in this work, (b) importance of clarity regarding the type of work I will accept, (c) importance of creative tension, and (d) awareness of internalization of school group norms.

Importance of personal authority in this work.

I described my experience with personal authority on this project in Chapter 5.  While I believe that I am making some progress at claiming my personal authority, I still have room for improvement here; this continues to be one of my growing edges.  My lack of strong authority shows up most when my fear of abandonment is triggered.  This occurs most frequently when I think someone is not keeping their word to me.  In order to become more effective as a consultant, I need to continue to improve my ability to question someone’s actions when they appear to be different than we agreed, as I did in this project when I asked Conrad to support me after our meeting with Ed.

Importance of clarity regarding the type of work I will accept.

Because this project occurred almost twelve months after the official change to flow-through, I saw this project as a clean-up opportunity.  I had no control over the design or implementation of the change and was brought in only when it was apparent that employee morale was still suffering.  I did not hesitate to accept the project because I thought I could add value by consulting on a key piece of the implementation.  That was, in fact, true.  In considering future work, I would be more thoughtful in my decision-making process.  I do not want to turn down work in which it is possible to help recover from a bad change process, and I do not want that to be the only work I do.  I am more interested in helping a client system manage change correctly from the start than I am in helping a client system recover from a badly implemented change.

Importance of creative tension.

As I mentioned in Chapter 5, I was very comfortable with the personnel and culture of the client organization – perhaps too comfortable.  I believe I am capable of more transformational work and that more creative tension would help me access that capability within myself.  As I described in Chapter 3, in this project, I erred on the cautious side when designing interventions.  I now believe that I could have tried some less traditional approaches that may have been more in service of the system’s learning.  

Awareness of internalization of school group norms.

In analyzing the comments I received about my facilitation style, which I described in Chapter 3, I realized that I had internalized the Leadership Institute of Seattle’s norms of group behavior and expected my participant group to do the same.  I had expected participants to take responsibility for speaking, and not to wait to be asked or invited to speak.  It is obvious to me now that client groups will typically not have the intensive training that I have received in group membership and leadership.  As a practitioner, I need to facilitate group work at the level of function that exists within the client system, and I cannot assume what that level is.  

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have summarized my thesis project and my key learning about action research and about myself.  In conclusion, I would like to say that I feel very fortunate to have had the opportunity to participate in this project, to get a positive outcome, and to have learned so much.  Thank you to my Pro-Consult Team and faculty and to my adjunct faculty for their support and challenge throughout this project.
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APPENDIX A

Strategic Career Action Plan*

1. What is my career or development goal?

2. What new knowledge, skills, motivators, and development opportunities do I need to reach my goal?

3. What is supporting me in reaching my goal?

4. What obstacles are standing in the way of reaching my goal?

5. How can I reduce or eliminate the obstacles?

6. What resources do I need?

7. What help do I need, and from whom?

8. What is the very next step I am going to take, and by when?

*Adapted from Guerriero, J. M. & Allen, R. G.  (1998).  Key Questions in Career Counseling.  Mahwah, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

APPENDIX B

Project Proposal

Objectives

Increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management.

Respond to recommendation #2 -- Provide professional career coaches to professional staff -- of the Job Security Employee Survey Focus Team chartered to address 2001 Internal Audit Employee Survey results.   Focus on leveraging professional coaching resources and increasing career coaching skill of audit managers (P/C 7).

Scope

Includes:
Southern California Audit organization (Phase I).  Will consider rolling out to other sites after evaluation of Southern California success.

Deliverables

· Project charter (this document)

· Data collection instrument(s) – surveys, questionnaires, etc.

· Meeting to review data collected with sponsor(s)

· Meeting to review data collected with Southern California IA managers and staff

· Change plan (what will the “intervention(s)” be?)

· Implementation of the change plan

· Project evaluation against Goals/Measures

· Consultant evaluation

Preliminary Goals/Measures

Goal:  Increase commitment of professional audit staff and managers to active career self-management

Measures:

· Increase in number of professional audit staff who proactively develop long-term career development plans

· Increase in number of professional audit staff who seek out career coaching from their managers or other sources

· Sponsor(s)’ perspective on the mood/pulse of the organization 

Goal:  Leverage professional coaching resources and increase career coaching skill of audit managers to provide career coaching resources to professional audit staff.

Measures:

· Increase in IA Manager comfort with career coaching abilities 

· Increase in IA Manager skill in career coaching

· Increase in quality of career discussions held with manager

· Increase in professional staffs’ perception that coaching is available to them

· Increase in # of career discussions held with manager

Project Schedule

	January 11
	Finalize contract w/ Sponsor re: Project Proposal; 

Get Release of Liability signed

	January 18
	Finalize Masters Thesis Proposal with adjunct faculty

	January 30
	Data collection mechanism(s) designed

	February 22
	Data collection completed

	Feb. 26
	Date feedback to sponsor completed

	March 13
	Data feedback to targets completed

	April 1
	Action planning completed

	April 30
	Intervention event(s) completed

	May 10
	Project evaluation and closure completed, next Phase(s) identified


Conrad
Carolyn E. Righi

Director, Internal Audit



LIOS Student

APPENDIX C

Data Collection Survey

Internal Audit Career Management Survey

Internal Audit management has adopted a development strategy that encourages the flow-through of all employees including managers, professional auditors and those in rotational programs.  This new strategy replaces the previous approach where the majority of the staff was comprised of professional, career auditors.  To discern where the organization is in understanding and deploying this new development strategy and to improve at providing performance feedback, coaching and developing our people, we have asked Carolyn Righi, a coach at the Leadership Center, to work with us.  We have developed this survey to assess our current state and to help us develop action steps.

Please take the time to complete the survey and forward your reply to Carolyn By COB February 22.  You can either e-mail the survey to Carolyn or complete a hardcopy and fax it to her at 206-662-7463.  

All data will be treated as anonymous.  You will have the opportunity to review and discuss the overall results.


If you have any questions, please contact Conrad or Carolyn.  Thank you!

Please complete ALL questions.  Thank you!

1. I understand the business reason(s) that Internal Audit has moved to a strategy for all employees which encourages flow through:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

2. Internal Audit is moving to a strategy which encourages flow through because:

3. I would describe the flow through strategy this way:

4. In 2 years, the core audit staff will look like this:

5. The impact on me of the new flow through strategy is:

6. I believe I can stay in Audit for:

___ as long as I want
   ___  6 months    ___ 1 year      ___ 2 years     __  3 years

7. My concerns about the flow through strategy have been heard and addressed:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

8. My primary concerns at this point are:

9. This additional information will help address my concerns:

10. I have the resources I need to successfully develop and execute my next career step:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

11.  I need these additional resources/tools/skills to feel prepared to develop and execute my next career step (list whatever comes to mind as specifically as possible):

12.  I am clear about my next career step:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

13.  I am committed to finding my next career step outside of Internal Audit:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

14.  I am clear about my long-term career goals:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

15.  I am comfortable with my long-term career development plan:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

16.  My manager and I have discussed my development this many times in the last 6 months:

___ 0               ___ 1             ___ 2            ___ 3          ____4        _____ more than 4

17.  My manager gives me honest and timely performance feedback:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

18.   My manager and I have discussed my performance rating within the department:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

19.   I understand how my performance rating affects my ability to stay within Audit:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

20.   This is how my performance rating affects my ability to stay within Audit:

21. My manager has provided helpful assistance in developing my personal career plan:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

22. I believe my manager has an interest in helping me achieve my career goals:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

23.  You didn’t ask about this, but I also think you should know: 

Appendix D

Pre- and Post- Intervention Survey

Southern California Audit Offsite

April 22-23, 2002

We are conducting this survey to measure the effectiveness of this session.  All data will be treated as anonymous and we will get the overall results back to you.

Please complete ALL questions.  Thank you!

1. I understand the flow-through model:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

2. My concerns about flow-through have been heard and addressed:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

3. The impact on me of flow through is:

4. I understand how to manage my career:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

5. I understand the assistance my manager will provide in my career management:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

6. I believe my manager has an interest in helping me achieve my career goals:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

7. I am committed to taking control of my career:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

8. I have clearly identified my next action step in taking control of my career:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

9. I feel confident about my future:

Not at all                 A little 
   Somewhat
     Quite a bit              Very much

1                             2                             3                              4                             5

10. You didn’t ask about this, but I also think you should know: 

APPENDIX E

Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test Results

Question 1:  I understand the flow-through model

Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 1.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 1.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	5
	5
	0
	

	3
	4
	4
	0
	

	5
	5
	4
	-1
	-3.5

	6
	3
	4
	1
	+3.5

	7
	4
	4
	0
	

	9
	4
	4
	0
	

	10
	4
	3
	-1
	-3.5

	11
	4
	4
	0
	

	13
	5
	5
	0
	

	14
	4
	3
	-1
	-3.5

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+3.5

	17
	3
	4
	1
	+3.5

	18
	2
	4
	2
	+7.5

	19
	1
	3
	2
	+7.5

	20
	4
	4
	0
	

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -10.5; +25.5.

N = 8.  Table value = 6.  

10.5 is greater than 6.  Therefore, accept the null hypothesis.

Question 2:  My concerns about flow-through have been heard and addressed

Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 2.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 2.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	1
	4
	3
	+10

	3
	3
	3
	0
	

	5
	2
	2
	0
	

	6
	3
	4
	1
	+5

	7
	3
	2
	-1
	-5

	9
	3
	
	
	

	10
	2
	3
	1
	+5

	11
	4
	4
	0
	

	13
	4
	5
	1
	+5

	14
	3
	3
	0
	

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+5

	17
	3
	4
	1
	+5

	18
	3
	4
	1
	+5

	19
	2
	3
	1
	+5

	20
	4
	3
	-1
	-5

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -10; +45.

N = 10.

Table value = 11.

10 is less than 11.  Therefore, reject the null hypothesis.

Question 4:  I understand how to manage my career

Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 3.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 4.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	4
	4
	0
	

	3
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	5
	4
	5
	1
	+4.5

	6
	4
	4
	0
	

	7
	4
	4
	0
	

	9
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	10
	3
	2
	-1
	-4.5

	11
	2
	3
	1
	+4.5

	13
	3
	3
	0
	

	14
	4
	4
	0
	

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	17
	3
	3
	0
	

	18
	2
	2
	0
	

	19
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	20
	4
	3
	-1
	-4.5

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -9; +27.

N = 8.

Table value = 6.

9 is greater than 6.  Therefore, accept the null hypothesis.

Question 5:  I understand the assistance my manager will provide in my career management
Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 4.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 5.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	1
	3
	2
	+8.5

	3
	2
	4
	2
	+8.5

	5
	3
	3
	0
	

	6
	4
	4
	0
	

	7
	4
	3
	-1
	-3.5

	9
	4
	5
	1
	+3.5

	10
	4
	2
	-2
	-8.5

	11
	2
	3
	1
	+3.5

	13
	3
	3
	0
	

	14
	3
	3
	0
	

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+3.5

	17
	3
	4
	1
	+3.5

	18
	2
	3
	1
	+3.5

	19
	1
	3
	2
	+8.5

	20
	3
	3
	0
	

	21
	3
	3
	0
	


Sums = -12; +43.

N = 10.

Table value = 11.

12 is greater than 11.  Therefore, accept the null hypothesis. 

Question 6: I believe my manager has an interest in helping me achieve my career goals
Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 5.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 6.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	2
	3
	1
	+4

	3
	2
	2
	0
	

	5
	5
	5
	0
	

	6
	3
	4
	1
	+4

	7
	4
	4
	0
	

	9
	4
	5
	1
	+4

	10
	2
	3
	1
	+4

	11
	2
	3
	1
	+4

	13
	3
	3
	0
	

	14
	3
	3
	0
	

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+4

	17
	3
	3
	0
	

	18
	3
	3
	0
	

	19
	2
	4
	2
	+8

	20
	2
	3
	1
	+4

	21
	2
	2
	0
	


Sums = -0;  +36.

N = 8.

Table value = 6.

0 is less than 11.  Therefore, reject the null hypothesis.

Question 7: I am committed to taking control of my career
Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 6.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 7.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	5
	5
	0
	

	3
	4
	5
	1
	+3

	5
	5
	5
	0
	

	6
	4
	4
	0
	

	7
	4
	3
	-1
	-3

	9
	4
	5
	1
	+3

	10
	3
	3
	0
	

	11
	2
	4
	2
	+6

	13
	4
	4
	0
	

	14
	4
	4
	0
	

	15
	5
	5
	0
	

	17
	3
	4
	1
	+3

	18
	4
	4
	0
	

	19
	3
	4
	1
	-3

	20
	3
	3
	0
	

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -3;  +18.

N = 6.

Table value = 2.

3 is greater than 2.  Therefore, accept the null hypothesis.

Question 8: I have clearly identified my next action step in taking control of my career
Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 7.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 8.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	4
	4
	0
	

	3
	4
	5
	1
	+4.5

	5
	4
	3
	-1
	-4.5

	6
	4
	4
	0
	

	7
	4
	5
	1
	+4.5

	9
	4
	5
	1
	+4.5

	10
	2
	2
	0
	

	11
	2
	4
	2
	+10.5

	13
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	14
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	15
	3
	4
	1
	+4.5

	17
	2
	4
	2
	+10.5

	18
	2
	3
	1
	+4.5

	19
	2
	4
	2
	+10.5

	20
	5
	3
	-2
	-10.5

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -15;  +63

N = 12.

Table value = 17.

15 is less than 17.  Therefore, reject the null hypothesis.

Question 9: I I feel confident about my future
Null hypothesis:  There is no significant difference between the scores on the pre-intervention survey and the post-intervention survey.

Alternate Hypothesis:  The scores on the post-intervention survey were significantly higher, showing a significant positive movement toward goal achievement.

Table 8.  Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Results for Question 9.

	Survey #
	Pre-Intervention
	Post-Intervention
	Difference
	Signed Rank

	1
	5
	5
	0
	

	3
	2
	4
	2
	+2.5

	5
	5
	5
	0
	

	6
	3
	4
	1
	+1.5

	7
	2
	2
	0
	

	9
	3
	5
	2
	+2.5

	10
	2
	2
	0
	

	11
	3
	3
	0
	

	13
	4
	4
	0
	

	14
	1
	1
	0
	

	15
	4
	4
	0
	

	17
	3
	4
	1
	+1.5

	18
	2
	2
	0
	

	19
	3
	3
	0
	

	20
	5
	5
	0
	

	21
	4
	4
	0
	


Sums = -0;  +8.

N = 4.  The Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test requires n=6.  Therefore, we cannot use the Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test for this question.

APPENDIX F

Personal Development Partnership Appendix

	Short Term Career Plan (One to two years)

	OBJECTIVE(s):   



	Action Steps
	Target Date

	
	

	Long Term Career Plan (Three to five years)

	OBJECTIVE(s):   


	

	Action Steps
	Target Date

	
	

	Geographical Preferences

	

	· Targeted Functions:
· Targeted Organizations:
· Targeted Businesses:
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* I have disguised the names of my client company and sponsors.


1 I have disguised the names of my client company and sponsors.
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5-7 pages


how  I became interested and involved


describe client system—sponsor, client group, wider context


what it does/how it functions/relevant history and idiosyncracies, org chart


multicultural dimensions


specific identified problems and goals for change


what do they want to change


what do I want to change


agreed-upon project goals


brief acknowledgment of goal revision during project


measurements used to identify goal accomplishment 
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