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. ABSTRACT

o .. - . Needs Assessrrtent PrOject for the Concordia -
: - Centre for ManagementStudnes , -
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.© - Richard Dufour
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ﬂ Educatronal institutions must be guided by a sense of purpose - a .
purpose defined by the educational needs of the clientele they aimto serve.
Identrfymg these needs through a systematic needs assessment is theretore ol
paramount |mportance especrally to the ‘educational technologist, when

' deslgmng educatlonal programs This study set out to gather such information

whrch spopgors semrnars and conterences desrgned to tram and.develop

protessmnals in.the Canadian business oommumty In 0rder to increase the

’ effectrveness of this system, a needs assessment pro;ect was undertaken by the

"author in the summer of 1986. Aquesttonnalre was developed pretested and '
~ then mailed to 1218 fimms; in the Montreal area. Co

| " useful to the Concordia Centre for Management Studies (CCMS), an orgamzatron

Answers o the following generai questrons .were sought 1) What IS the

- .rmage of the unwersrty asa provider of prolessronal development semmars’7 2)

-y

i _Who are the potentral users of protessronal development semmars" 3) Whrch
.~ types of professmnal development semmars are likely to be attended" 4) How can | .
* “the-availability and benefits of CCMS best be oommumcated? 5) Which -
practloal/nstructronal consrderatlons aﬂect partrclpatton in universrty semmars" ~ e

, Four dtstmct populatron groups were’ sampled in the study: 1) the
Montreal busmess oommumty 2) former delegates to' CCMS seminars and |,
oonterences 3) members of The Montreal Trammg GrOUp. 4) members ot the

. .- cCcMS Board of Directors. One hundred and tthty nine oompleted questronnarres
' ‘were returned to the Centre representmg a reSponse rate of 11 4°/o o

’



Ce " The: dala‘obtalned lrom the questlonnalres were subjecled to

‘ , "non parametnc stallsllcal tests, mostly in the form of lrequenoy counts and '
-square analyses Among the main findmgs were fa\rourable amtudes exrst

- toward university mvolvemenl in providing prOfesslonal developmenl semmars ‘
the Monlreal market for CCMS programs is extenslve yet posmonlng m a specmc
market niche would prove ditficult for CCMS. strategic plannlng and oomputer -
technology are two areas where a percelved need was recorded hands~on lype

R workshops and specific problem climcs are favoured over leclures busrness

. people prefer to ses Canadian speakers lead semmars twoday semmars arg .
prelerred over shoner sesslons and more buslness people would opt for’ ofl s:le

. seminars than an-site. The study concludes with specmc recommendatlons ma(\

to CCMS as lo how it can lmprove lts servrces to betler meet market needs e
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CHAPTER 1

The Concordla Centre tor Management Studles (CCMS) was founded

‘in 1980 with the general mandate of establnshmg .and maintaining links with the

Montreal business commumty ‘The Centre is an ottshoot of the Commerce,and_

Ry Administration:Ddpartment.at Concordla University. As stated in its official

( fobjectuves the Centre fosters programs which: B 5 S

a
/

-aft”rm the relatlonship beh’ueen the Faculty of Commerce of the-
"University and the business community of Montreal- .

: - -advance the understanding within both communities of the -

S pedagogical and research needs and abilities of a oontemporary -

,- « . Faculty of Commerce and Administration.

, -underwrtte an effective partnership between the Faculty and the
" business commumty that will enhance the development and -

v

gitd 4

dnttuslon of mnovatlon ln research and teaching (CCMS 1964, p.1) -

> L
. The centet was originally established in response to ctlttdsms of
gcademlc lsolatlon wrthln Ganadian unlveretty business schools.

“

ln |ts 15th Annual Review, the" Economlc Council of Canada
"y emphasized that the standards set for managerial training and -
4 ... know-how are not adequate for today's market-place. To this -

7. ccriticism, which is in fact quite widespread, the .Concordia *

- Faculty of Commarce and Administration, the largest business

- Bl ) " school in Canada, is ready to P’OV'd" the effective response.

N W
-

v

(Stmon 1980 p.1)

«

Although the original proposal suggested several means of

. g
]

aooompllshlng its.abjectives (ie., bustﬁess exeeutive clubs, a business information

o E office, a manage‘;e/ryevelopment lnstltute a buslness research division and a

o
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faculgy excﬁange seivice), the Centre now seefns to focus its energy privn'wgr.ily on
oﬂeﬁbg'seminaré. workshops and conterences to the Carnadian business' '.
community. E ‘ )

These new pnormas have evolved in response to apparent fmancual
dnfﬂcuhnes in recent yaars Formerty the Executive Diractar position was held by
non-academnc personnel. Subsequantly. in 1985, the position was filled by Br.

. Ronald McTavish; a Concordia University maf'ketin‘g professor. T he challenge at

hand was to turn CCMS ar6und from a mmey~1osnng orgamzatuon w:thun a:

" deficit-ridden umvers'ty into a selt-sufficiant; if not proft making enterpnse

. Thus, a main ob;ectiva which has evolved has been one of sgekmg

: fmancsal mdependence and consequently, the activities it engages in have
recently been focused on fulfilling this goal. It appears that this new-found,pnority.-—‘ ,

however, may have detracted from its original mandate. Mr. Canmille Dagenals
Chairman of the SNC Group and member of the CCMS advisory board
expressqd this concern at a board meeting, '

A Speénﬁcélly, Mr. Dagenais was concerned about business

liason with students and faculty and whether or not this was

still part of the CCMS mission. Dr. Applebaum (Dean, Faculty

of Commerce & Administration) noted that with tha severe

' budget constraints imposed by the Univaersity, it is becommg

< more.and more difficult to undertake not-for-profit activities. He
noted that if CCMS was funded like other Unjversity \

¥ departments, more resg@arch ‘opportunitjes could be pursued.

(Concordia University, 1985, p.3)

foey

importantly, outside representatives from the Mgntreal,busineés community.
Presently, CCMS offers such seminars-and conf@rences as

-
-

K

w

Headed by an Executive Director who communicates with the Dean of -
- Commerce and Administration, CCMS recaives its diredtives from a Board of
Directors. This board is a composite of academic staff, faculty, students, and more
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'K/lain'tenance Management'; 'Exporting Successfully’; 'Strategic Management of
Productrw Improvement’; and 'Deregulation’. The semmars are conducted in
large hotels repeatedly throughout the year and run from one to two days. Last
year, over fifty serninars were held and the director expects to offer over 100 in
1987.

These seminars and conferences are not only held in Montreal. In fact,
Torento, Vancouver, Ottawa, and Halifax regularly host CCMS programs. The

resulting travel expenses have been justified by the fact that,

with the diminishing anglophone market in Montreal, 60% of :
the Center's revenues were now being obtained in the Toron;’y"\
market.” As well, "offering seminars outside of Montreal wds
imperative for Concordia as an institution for it opened up
avenues for the faculty to tap in-house teaching markets and

, provided excellent public relations for the university... Since
CCMS and the Faculty of Commerce and Administration are
now linked, out of town exposure is considered highly
beneficial and desirable. (Concordia University, 1985, p.2) .

In an effort to increase the gattractivenass of its seminars, CCMS has
contracted with Boston s University Seminar Center (USC) , a 'seminar broker,
to engage popular American speakers and consultants. USC markets seminar
programs through universities across North America. Concordia has the exclusive
rights to sponsor their programs in all of Canada. The big names provided by USC

‘are thought to be a good drawing card and should assist CCMS financially.

3»

_As exempliﬂed by the diversity of content area covered in its seminars,
CCMS does not have a clear focus. At present, topic areas are decrded upon by
. the avarlabilrty of speakers and an intuitive 'gut-feeling’ over what will or won't sell.
_ Attendance at most seminars has averaged between 20 and 50 individuals while
conferences have drawn upwards of 200 participants - yet the effort and expense
spent to generate such participation surpass the financial return.

i . - e

&
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The Centre has naver conducted any formal research into the needs of
its market. Program evaluation has been limited to a short questionnaire which is

,distributed to seminar participants immediately following each seminar or

conference. Responses are tabulated and the seminar speaker is provided wuth; ’
feedback. Overall, the post-seminar evaluatlons have yielded favourabie results.
That is, participants have enjoyed their expenence A danger exists, however in
placing too much emphasis on such inmmediate feedback instruments. As
Powell & Davis (1973) stress, "Immediate teedback from participants is readily
available and it provides a modicum of insight into program results. it tends,
however, to have a euphoric effect upon program directors because of the .
participants’ e‘xhiloaration. which usually lingers from the éducational experience”

" (p.87).

Furthermore, these authors point out that once the participant returns
to his/her job to report the experiences, s/tie wfll likely feel pressured to admit that .
the experiences were positive. It is unlikely that s/he will report the program’s . .
shortoomings or express any dissatisfaction for fear that this may be interpreted as
an ungrateful complaint and subsequently jeopardize the chance of attending
future programs. . . ’

Rationale for the Study

_ To maintain a viable existence, every organization must develop
clear-cut goals and a direction. Educational institutions are not exempt..
Historically, much contlict surrounded the issue of what objectives should guide .
formal education processes. lndeed. the lack of clear-cut objectives has often |
been to blame for apparent inefficiency, if not ineffectiveness within our school
systems. ‘ -

The concept of needs essessment seems to have arisen in response to
such accusations (Mayer,1983). Popularized in the 1960's, the concept reflects

>



the notion of aqcou}\tabiliiy which was intrc;ducedir{ the school systems about.
"twenty years ago. The figld of educational technology has followed this trend.
While issues of concern have historically been 'how to teach' (media selection),
theyatrave shifted to the questioning of underlying assumptions of ‘what fo teach'
(objectives) and 'why teach wﬁat we teach' (Kaufman & English, 1979). '

Lynton (1982) suggests that universities have not yet defined goals
which maintain harmony with those of the non- -academic real' world. Specihcally,
in response to university business centres similar to CCMS, ha explains,

S o-p

The prevalent mode continues to be that an institution, through |

a group of faculty members working in splendid isolation,
identifies what it believes to be a need, designs what it
considers to be the best way of meeting it and then tries to
interest individual as well as corporate clients. That approach
simply does not work and is resented as an example of &
academic arrogance. (p.24)

Robert Minter (cited in Peters,1980) adds, v

Generally speaking, organizations appear not to be
conducting in-depth sfudies of training needs prior to selecting"
courses for their ptrograms. These organizations seidom make
a conscientious effort to assess the training needs and training
objectives of their three major target audiences (i.e., the overall
organization, 'the individual departments, the employees)
before sponsoring various training curricula; this usually
results in planning tralnlng programs by a 'seat- of-tha -pants’
management approach. (p.2)

r\

. Such an approach may have worked in past times of abundance but is
not feaeuble in times of economic hardshnp Companies are becoming more ahd
more selective in their pursuit of training; dollars spent must yield a substantial
retum. Gone are the days when training was looked upon as a paid vacation
provided complete with entertainment. Pressure for corporate profits has done
away with the notion that ‘more is better than less’ and training programs are



being looked at in terms of measurable (and proﬂtablei) resutts (Lusterman

1977).

A&aﬂ_}gmmg_ds_ass_e_ssmgm To ettectively establish clear-cut goais. :

a thorough and systematic needs assessment must be oonducted Let us
commence by clarifying the concepts of 'need' and 'needs. assessment‘ Miles
(1979) proposes that, "The purpose of a needs asseSsment is to determme the
discrepancy betwsen the ideal and the real, between goal and program between :
what should be and what is” (p.170). . .
Kautman and English (1979) simply define need’ as ‘a gap between
current outcomes or outputs and desired (or required) outcomes or.outputs.’

~Kaufman & English offer a workable model which will be applied, in part, to the |

task at hand. These authors suggest that no particular generic model exists to
conduct a needs assessment. The approach must be tailored to fit individual

problems. Nevertheless, two essential criteria to guide the process are required: - -

(1) it must ‘distinguish between means and ends and focus on discrepencies in.
ends (outcomes)' and (2) it must ‘'use a retererlt external to the sponsonng or -

; studying agency' Both of these requurements are met in this pro;ect

Important to note is that Kaufman's sux-step approach commences wuth
the questionmg of goals. The first step (Alpha-level) makes ho assumptions of
stated objectives Identifymg the problem precedes identifying potential solutions
(Beta-level) and selecting the appropnate solution strategy (Gamma Level)
(Kaufman 1979).

Whether this defailed needs analysis begins at the Alpha level or Beta
Ievel has been an issue of concern. Clearty CCMS has arisen trom a perceived ‘
need for improved contact and oommunication between the university and

. Montreal industry. Should the study attempt to evaluate this objective or should it

accept the assumed validity and utility of this established goal and 'attend to
finding gaps between organizational outputs and desired outputs' .(Kéuiman, "
—— K ' ) £



/1979 P- 61 )? Given the Ilmuted scope ot this study. the needs assessment will
focus on Kautman s 'Beta level' CCMS ob]ectlves will not be redefined.
' N,e,e_dxs,_dgman_d Another Issue to be resolved concerns the
differance between needs assessment and training demand. The two are not
| necessanly synonymous (Mitchell & Hyde -1979). The dernand for training -
' seminars may not in fact represent the need for professional daveiopment in the

. Montreal busnness community. What protessnonals require and what they are

willing to pay for are two distinct i lSSUBS to evaluate. Furthermore, is tralnlng really -

the solution to perceived p \'oblems'? It may constntute a portion of the total remedy. .y

yet it must not be evaluated in total |solat|on (Dreilenger, McElheney. Robinson |

" and Rice, 1982).. . ~ . :

_ To ensure a tmancually vuable exlstence CCMSmust cater to the ,

. demands of the Montreal busmess community. Dogs this contllct with an actual - l -

need for management development" Clearly, the study must approach the i58ue

in light of-an existing gap between what it presently offers and what it should oﬂer

. in terms of demand it CCMS isto remain financially secure. ’ -

While CCMS must contend with'both its own needs and thoseé of lts

"chents lt must not lose- snght of the needs ot the umversuty Broderick (1982) lor
example tempts a university strapped for fundlng wrth the following lure: "The -

_University, of Minnesota's School of Management, through its. involvement in
executive development programs, has multlplled pnvate fundmg from.$50, ood to
$3 million within three years.” ' ’ , ,

Black (1979) suggests that unlversmeé lear losmg some ot their .

valuable taculty who are instead tummg more and more to the lucrative field ot
consultlng "In years of rapldly rising industnal actlvuty the- number of consultants
tends to grow even faster as experienced tralners Ieave corporate and unlverslty

‘ staff to strike out on their own" (p.72). Is CCMS seen as-an outlet tor faculty who | |
might otherwise abandon the teaching protessuon in tavour,ot more rewarding

——



" @ndeavours? Pemaps but we cannot dweli onthe i rssue of umverslty needs iest /

(S

. . 1 ) ! Ky
\ , N . "

we extend the task of developnng an assessment project to unmanageable ’

i

C

_proportlons , o A . 4
For CCMS the necessntv to research itS market needs is partrcu(ariy
1 acute because of the lack of relevant research exrstmg in the Canadian /

tor similar centres in the USA (most notabiy Boatright, 1/984) conciusrons )
grounded on Canadian research are scarce. The Centre may hypothesrze that

- what holds true for Texans applles equaliy to Montreaiers it rs unlikely, | however
“that management development needs are unrversal and iorthrs reason CCMS
should initiate its own enqumes ' '

14

/

1984, p.19).:

W

i

—

! ‘

in the past/ neither the universmes nor the corporatrons have

/been/ mottvated by a desire for more interaction. The

‘univ rSittes were 'secure financially as a result of

tederai-provmciai funding and they were motivated by a desire.

to presérve academic freedoriv and institutional autonomy

" while- pursuing their mission. The miission of the university was, -

and still is,’ to’ serve society as a whole by transmitting
knowlege to the student body and extending the frontiers of

7

/

" environment. Atthough research rnto management deveio ment needé is readtiy
available in an American context and needs assessmentj have been camed out

‘@xisting knowledge’ through the pursuit of research On‘the g

~ corporate side, the vast majority of Canadian companies had

no desire to get any closer to the academic world. If anything

they were intimidated by the world, of the unlversity and ,

respected the relative isolation of the campus behind' stone
gates and parking attendents sentry boxes (Maxwell & Curne.‘

LN

. Thmgs have changed pleas fof mcreased cooperation between ,
universities and the private industry have become rampant (Pearce 1974) \
; lndustry is turning more and more to hlgher educatlonai institutions for experttse ’

[
e
—



. and knowledge knowledge whose value has mcreased exponentlally in recent
| ' years The rnformatlon age is upon us, claim the futurlsts and we must find better
| ‘ | S 1 ~-means of coping withi it. The need |s partlcularly strong among busmesses where .
. o . employees must keep up to date wuth an ever-lncreasmg amount of mtormatuon
To remain competmve firms must keep abreast of-a- volume of scientitic and
, technlcal mlormatton whlch doubles every etght years (Brazzrel 1981)

S

PRI . Busrness orgamzatlons must ftnd ‘better ways of . teachmg

, B -managers to manage for two .reasons. First, tha, -rapid

, o 'knowledge explosion’ means that managers in competmve

: ~ ‘ "' business must continue to learn during their entire careers.

‘ Secondly usiness is lnvestmg more and more dollars ‘in

. : . people ahd, to get the proper return on investment, it has to

S manage thls resource as efficiently as it handles the other factors
o ' S ,of productlon (Mltchell 1970 p8) - oo

;

‘ |n tact thls phenomenon where mdustnes are operatmg in mcreasmgly
_ 1 complex environments has been a factor which has necessrtated cooperatlon .
PR " ~ “between the corporate and unlversnty communities. Businesses are turriing to

- educatlonaljlnstntutlons to fulfil thelr trammg needs as Pearse (1974) concludes =

i " in hlS study of managers views toward management development -

— . . , ‘ . ' !

N\ , :
C To manage the highly-#rained "knowledge workers' of the the . -
I ‘cor‘mng post-industrial society (as Peter Drucker suggests' in,

- . IheAge of Uncerainty) management practitioners will'haveto .© :
Sl .~ . . have more managerial skills training througlt formal education v
A programs than they have received in the past and more than E
T R T o ‘most of them. are gettlng today (p. 4) - /

pote Do - S .
—L j Wlth more than 55, 000 MBA students graduatmg every year, mdustry

: rs turmng to unuversmes to *further educate older personnel who myst keep up with -
. the recent prollleratlon of tormally educated subordtnates (Brodenck 1982) "That
gap in’ knowledge tsl becommg mcreasulgly evndent in the corporate world The
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- eolution many companies choose is retralnlng semor management staft through
. exacutive development programs (p.20). ’

»

The md!ives for bollaboratron have been clearly 1llustrated on the side

of oorporatlons But what about universities? What have they to gain from. such a .
partnersh:p? Some-fear that university involvememt with rndustry may detract from o

the intellectual purity of the university (Lynton. 1984). "Would they be sellrng therr
intellectual birthright for a mess of pottage? Would this be an example of the

danger to academic integrity that arises when, in the words of Berger & .Hechllngerf, "‘

(1981, p.58), campuses turn themselves into educational supermarkets- wuth‘a
view toward mere frscal survival (p. 60)? -
Umversrty - mdustry cooperatron however. need not Iead tQ such a

deplorable state of aNairs. The prospect of cooperation could be quite excmng and,
. ,certainly mutually advantageous. Universities are in fact faced with economrc
. uncertainty brought about from shrinking enrollment and the tightening of tederal
. and provmcral funds (Maxwell & Currig, 1984) (Baskett & Hamilton,-1985).

CollabOratlon would not only help free universities of their economic womes but

.': also of thelr ivory-tower rmage which is tannted with accusations of |sola ion from
" tha professional 'real’ world. To succead, however universities may have to
. change same of their hablts and attrtudes. As Maxwaell and Cume (1984) explain,

.1 . . G

' "Some interface’ mstrtuttons will fall to win the required type or .

level of financial support because of internal ‘'weakness.

. Rooted in academlc tradition, they are not aggtessive enough

- in’'marketing their services to industry. Others are not sensitive

: . to ‘industry's concern for .propriety informétlon or time

T schedules: Still others lack the management skills o operate
Y at arm's length from the university. (p.43)

~

mmmmﬂmmmmmmm A tremendous amount

. ~of caprtal ls consumed tly the Amencan tralning industry: ln fact, estlmates vary

)

S



irom $4.4 billion (Feuer 19853) to $40 billron (Eurich & Boyer 1985) Of this, over
$800 mriiton is given to consultants and other extemai agencies (Feuer 1985a)
Some esttmate that actual costs mcurred in trammg approach $100 billion when
the saianes of trainees and other mdrrect expenses are included (Black, 1979) |
, Such a trgure Black exclaims, nearly equals the sum spent on foftnal ed\rcation in
— theUSAI NN . P
S - The proportion of this total spent solely on management development

‘hoWever is drffcutt to ascertam
C .

Expe,rienced ‘training - directors estimate the ratio of
. management development to. total training at-5-40% .
. Companies with highly developed technical training programs:
‘ at levels below management tended toward the lower figure,
while’ less technically-oriented” consumer - products
' : . companies estimated higher ratios for management
<., 7 . development. One company with interests at both énds of the
»n . 77~ “spectrum, and which keeps good account of draining costs,
- "gstimates managemaent development at 13% of total training
costs, (Black, 1979, p.70) |

.7 In Canada the extent to which mdustry is involved in training is ]ust
~ . . 8&s rmpressrve Maxwell & Cume (1984) report that $1 billion a year is now berng
] ' spent on in- house professronal upgradlng in thirty of Canada'’s largest

LT companres This, they maintain, is a reflection of the need to retool' torthe
'f‘. } . changes |n processes, products and management systems. '
Cieariy. the field of tralmng is in itself an enormous industry. but
‘ L how do untversmes ftgutge in the picture” Drgman (1978) reports thata survey of
S 120 Fortune 500 trrms ranked university programs as the least |mpbrtant of |
: deveiopmental sources First was on-the-job expenence followed by in house
\ L trarnnng, coaching by supervrsors ‘and rotational assignments. .. - -
' S Despne the relatively insignificant role that universities play in
t_rainin"g.‘ there is evidence of great potential. The number and popularity of

. "‘ e
CoN v
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- . " university workshops s Incieasing (Black, 1979) Barton-Doberif & Hodgetts
o L (1975) estimate that in.addition to the 18,000 associations and oonsunants over
’ 2000 private and pubho educational institutions are presently conducting business
“geminars in the U.S. Although Canadian figures are not available, such statistics
place CCMS'in a° highly competitive market. In fact Baskett & Hamilton (1985)
. wam that competmon for university continuing educatuon programs is increasing.
) "+ This compatition ongmates not oniy from other. publlc institutions but-also from an
/ " ever-increasing number of organlzations in the private sector - now reported to be.
' - the fastest growing segment of the education industry (Baskett & Hamilton, 1985
p.4). Consequently, to maintain its existance, CCMS must effectively market a}s

programs.

-Only in recent years have'institutions of higher education
considered the application of sophisticated marketing
techniques to deliver their programs... Originally, academia
designed programs and awaited the arrival of students °
who desired to learn. This was followed by the idea of
-advertising ‘{6 prospective students to sell them on’
“attending the program. According to Shipp, adult education
~is now on the brink of the ‘marketing concept’, which
‘ requires: uality programs designed from needs
assessmept and promoted specifically to those havmg the
needs. (Buchanan & Hoy, 1983, p. 23)

Th9 term ‘marketing', we can conclude, is cenamly valid adjacent
i “to naeds assessment‘ and is quickly becoming fashuonable in not-for-profit .
~ sectors.

ol - ‘ N . AP .
S : ... the marketing profession in recent years has been

- .-+ _challenged to apply its analytical techniques and expertise to
- , o .- non-business organizations such as churches, universities,
3ok . - welfare agenciés, museums and other nonbusiness

£
.

~



.enterprises. Marketind is now being recognized as a iunction
> 'not unique to business, but one that is a pervasive societal
activity. (Buchanan & Barksdale, 1974, p.34)

To some extem, ma’rketing strategies 's,eern to have been appiied in

. universities as a resutt gt mounting pressure from external forces. These include:

the fluctuation of government funding, the growing demand for educational

opportunjties from extension institutions, and the entry of many private

ordanizations into the field. The demand for accoumabiiity among institutions of

‘higher learning has also provided an incentrve for the implementation of ,
marketrng techmques (Buchanan & Barksdale 1974)

“The mtrequent use of surveys pomts fo a systematic lack of
marketing orientation, especially in light of the fact that
well-designed, effectively conducted surveys could provide _
valuable information as to the need of wants of various college
constituencies. (Gregory. cited in Boatright 1984)

¥

.Traditionaiiy, institutions of higher Iearnlng stayed clear of anything .
resembhng the field of marketing. The tetm was often assoclated with cheap
"hucksterism" or was considered as a devious means of.” oonnmg potential
students (Shipp, 1981). Administrators stayed clear of the field for fear that they’
would be looked upon as slick salesmen wielding unethical tools that sold
consumers things they neither needed nor wanted (Lenz, 1980). In fact, nothing

- - could be further from thie truth. The marketing’ process is built upon the premise of

~ identifying needs - what educational technologists call needs assessment”.
Undoubtedly, professignal educational technologists. will more otten than not

, disassociate themselves from the term marketing in much the same way as have_

. }umversrty administrators who are tearful of tariiishing their professional integnty

' Where so-called 'marketing techniques' have been put into operation ©

.+in. some aCadejgic mstitutions they have often been misused Many universities ' ‘

’ P
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for example:; still operate on the "product concept' whereby they develop a product

and merely try to sell it. Marketing, in these cases, has beep limited to
straight-forward salésmanship. Shipp (1981) explains.

This ‘product concept' has been the traditional approach in
education. Educators in almost all institutions have been
_*produet’_ marketers, believing that their services would be in

demand because education is. inherently good and is
available to prospective students... Selling the program

becomes mare important than designing a program that will

- ' -satlsfy ganume ‘student needs." (p 8) ,

-

. Let us look more closely atthe ﬁeld of ma(ketmg and how it appnes %~
the topic of needs assessment. Tradttionally. many marketing profess:onals have

, started with marketing’'s four P's: product price promotion and place (BUChanan &

Barksdale 1974). Needs assessment deals specnﬂcaily with the *product’
¢component where designing the product is aecomplrshad by identifying. market '

. negds. Shipp (1981) has developed his own marketmg model for use in .

educational institutions. His model consists of threg main components: Néeds,
Program, and Promotion. (See Figure1) 7 '

Figure 1 - The Harkét‘ih'g;*concept

NEEDS

N\ ~
/ L
_PROMOTION |

.

. .o ' o R . ..
L— * o
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. The Needs component of the triangle refers to the formal

. research into the various clients of the adult education system -

current students, potential students, the community, and the

"providing institutions. Program is the component in which
-educational programs are -developed to meet the student -

needs as defined or where a decision is made to refer

o elsewhere'those students whose needs the institution cannot

’ meet. Promotion is the direct communication link between

clients and.institution. Promoting adult education programs

requires the use of appropriate media and language to reach

, potential clients to explain the benafits of the program and how

! to obtam them. (Shipp, 1981, p.8)

R Need - Identityi lati : )

Determining precisely how to condu'ét a needs assessment can prove to be quite

a challenge Dick and Carey (1977) suggest that there extsts no one standard

model which may be applied to the task of conducting a needs assessment. The
- approach must be tailored to fit each particular problem.

o

-

JThe sophistication and validity of the instrumentation used to
measure status and.describe the existing need is an important

S . consideration. The range of validity and reliability of these
: instruments is as varied as the number of studies that can be
located. To compensate for the variety of data which may be

found, the designer can classify an identified need as one
based on either performance (eg test data) or perception (e.g.
questionnaire) assessments... The designer can identify the

.. source of the recommendation as a member of the actual

target population, instructional staff, content experts;,
customers, -steering committee, supervisors, or some
combination of these. All these factors could. influence the

validity of identified needs.” (p.54).

‘ A Boih Miles (1979) and Kaufman & English (1979) agree’that the first
. step in conducting a needs assessment is to identify the participints (subjects).
As mentioned by Kaufman & English (1979) and reinforced above by Dick &
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* Carey. itis essentlal that several constituents be identified.and represented

For the purpose of this studly, it was deemed necessarrtb sollcrt input

{rom several sources related to the Centre: the steering cpm’mlttee. content -
3 experts, and'the buslness oommunltgl The CCMS Board of Directors, which is
. made up of 18 wellelrnOWn CEO's of large Montreal-based firms, served as the -
 steering committee sample. Al of the miembers were survayed. The Montreal

Traming Group, an mtormal association of 40 professnonal trainers, served as the
populatton from which a sample of 25 content experts was selected.

- The most difficult task was detmlng the general busmess cemmumty
CCMS draws upon a Iarge and varied cllentele for, nts professidnal development
semlnars Several types and sizes of industries, as well asa diversity of .
management positions, are represented in both Montreal and Canadian
populations. The Centre operates in three geographlcal regtons Vancouver
Toronto and Montreal. pecause ofthe clwersnty‘ of topics CCMS offers and - )
because of its client dlsperslon’ identifying the targat population for tHe "purpose
of this study proved to be a challenge in fact the center regularly purchases

jmallmg lists from lndependent souroes trom 30 to 40 thousand brochures are .

mailed for seminars and 50 10 60 thousand for conferences. Such large humbers”
seem to indicate a need for market identification.
For reasons of oost and for other practical conslderattons it was

, dectded to limit the study to the Montreal reglon alone. Twelve hundred subjects

representing the-Montreal business community were randomly selected from a
business directory provided by a 'rnalliné list broker, Lovell Litho & Publications.
Inc. The list was made up ofa representative sample of all Montreal businesses
cited in the directory. These included Manulacturlng.Construction. T@@mnatipn. ‘

. Communication, Wholesale and Retail Trade, Finance and Insurance, etc.

Businesses which were thought unlikely to respond. (corner variety stores,
independent trades people, snack bars, eto.) were excluded from the intial list of

—
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1209. reducing the total number of subjects in this part of the sample to 925.

In addition to selecting appropriate bustrtesses. a decision had to be
made with respect to the individual to whom the survey should be addressed. '
Some research (Dig'man. 1978) & (Lynton, 1982) has found that it is primarily
higher levels of management that make use of such prgtessionat deyetopment
programs. Athough executives are most important as clients for institutions such
as CCMS the study hoped to gain valuable information regardmg levels of
decision makmg with respect to the selection and approval ot university
seminars. Because the mailing list obtained from Lovell Litho Inc. provided only
senior management positiorts in each firm, it was decided to increase the sample
size and diversity by including a selection of former delegates to CCMS seminars
and conferences. .

Two hundred and fifty names wére randomly chosen from lists of
; former participants attending any of the severat conferences offered in Montreal.
in the past three years. These individuals represented a broader spectrum of the

-

management échelon. : ‘ L

- We have seen that marketing plays an important, if not e§sential. role:
in institutions of higher eddcation. The need for a systematic marketing approach -.
is even greater in extension university departments, such as CCMS, which must
compete against a variety of other private and publ\ic‘providers of management
trai'r{t/ng\artd development programs, Central to both the marketing cortcept andl
the field of educational technology is the practice of conducting a needs
assessment Before plannmg any type of educational program the needs of the '
target clientele must be surveyed and identified. In surveymgtbese needs it is
useful to expand beyond the identification of_ngeds related to the subject matter
only. Needs for.a complete package, including tormat. schedule, instructional

17 e
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: mmtgbies. and instructor preference must be considered. 'Additio‘nally. itis usegful ]
for the host institution to bé aware of prevalent attitudes existent among its

. ‘clientele. Identifying these attitudes assists the university in developing an imgge

that fits with the expectations, and challenges the misconceptions of its market.

_ The major task at hand in deciding to employ a survey instrument to conduct a

needs assessment is the identification of the population from which a sample

should-be drawn. For the purpose of this project, four distinct population groups

have been represented: the CCMS steering committe:(Board of Qirectors).

- .content experts (The Montreal Training Group), the general business community,

and former partcipants to CCMS seminars.

. a0



CHAPTER 2 -
Literature Review

Littte research has been conducted into business needs{ffr
management training at the university extension level. Answers to questions

regardmg who might need what type of seminar and for what reasons have been .

- difficult to t”nd Nevertheless, some research does exist and it will be summarized
inthe tollowmg sectuon important to note is that all of the research deals wrth

issues related to Amencan universities and colleges, and focuses on the needs of ’

American business. Canadian literature related to this field is sparse. - }L

' No consensus pres_ently exists regarding what skills.,knowledoe or

. attitudes are required for an effective manager or executive (Wessman.ts75).'Nor

is there agreement on the ideal processes used for management de\}elop{f

"The in-depth interviews of outstanding companies (reinforced by survey results)

- showed that no two of them followed exactly the same approach in developmg
therr managers" (Digman, 1978, p.66). ‘ ‘

In a classic study, Katz (1974) suggests that managenal sktlls can bestf,

‘be categorized into three general areas: technical, human relations, and

conceptual Further, he hypothesized that technical skills were most |mportant tor
** lower Ievet management with human relatuons most valuable to mtddle '

management and conceptual abilities necessary to upper management. Given his
theory. one would expect human-relation skills to be an lmportant curriculum for
CCMS to develop. Whether there is a gap that the Centre can fill in this area is yet
another question. lndeed Feuer (1985b) explains that time and stress

management, Ieadership training and public speakmg and presentation rank high

- among those areas where orgamzattons depend on outside help rather than on
in-house training. -~ o S
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. ' Powell & Davrs (1973) researched the rationale for firms seekmg
Executtve development programs. From a survey of 100 Fortune 500 companies,
they found that the most important reason was to broaden the interest or
awareness of thg individual, that is, widen his/her perspective. This was foliowed '

by the desire to '8xpose an already oompetent manager to new hypotheses or

avenues of management thought. Third in importance was to prepare the

'indtvidual for greater respbnsibiltty, followed by the desire to provide management

development to those indivduals who had fisen through the ranks froma
téchnical background. Also cited was that it would permit managers to mteract

"and compare problems/solutions with managers in other areas (Powell &
. Davis, 1973, p.84). | '

The same researchers looked into the behavioural changes that were
sought by companies using executive deVeIopment programs. In order of
importance, they were ranked as follows better decision making ability, new |
knowledge about his own area or about other facets of his organizatlon better

. knowledge of and adjustment to changing external conditions, and improved

human relations and communicative skills (Powell & Davis.1973)/\

~ Both Jim Gannon, Royal Bank V.P. of Management Traihing and .
Development (personal communication, Jan.14, 1986) and Lynton (1982) explain
that it is imperative for upper management to understand those external forces .
which.strongly influence their industry (technology. energy policies, etc.). Coping
with change (conceptual) is thgrffore hypothesized to be a much required and
demanded skill for executives.

\

N !

Universities have been found to draw primarily middle and

« upper-management levels to their seminars, workshops, and courses. (Lynton,

1982) "Participation in university programs is primarily at the top-management
level probably because the executive population is too small to make in-house

2
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programs cost-effective” (Digman, 1978) ‘ i j

Research has shown that training and development is becdmlhg
. lncreasmgly important in certain industries - partlcularly those atfected by major

economrc technologlcal and demographic torces (Carneval, 1986) X

t

./ll/

Recent trends show an eagerness to- focus trainmg and
development where change hits hardest - at the point of ;-
production and at thé point of sale.. The fions' share of training
and development increases appear to be among mlddle
managers, first-line supervisors, professional and technical
employees and sales and marketing personnel. (p.26) '

{

lndlcate that certain industries are more highly represented in management .
training college seminars. Banks and insurance firms tend to rely. more on this

source more than manufacturers and industrials do. This is supported by Eurich & . \

)

.

L

Boyer (1985) who have presented a breakdown of which types of firms sperid
greater amounts on training. Highest were banking & insurance firms, public
utrlmes and industrial- manufactunng firms. Those industries that tend to spend

less on training include transportation firms and merchandising & retail mdustnés

§

i

I f

Results.-from research oonducted by Barton Doberin & Hodgetts (1975)

Barton-Doberin & Hodgetts (1975) point to a correlation between frrm ¥
size (as measured{/by sales) and participation in college seminars. Those flrms |

with hlgher sales tended 1o rely r more on this source than those with lower sales
Eurich & laoyer (1985) found that smaller oompames (corporations with levlrer,than

'500 employees) tend to spend less on in- house training and oonsequently[are

. more Irkely to make oooperatlve arrangements with local educational institutions.

. Practical Corisidera

i ‘f’ : Nelther cost, no crpdrts were regarded as a major lnfluence in

&’ ‘Q

determlnlng populamy of un érsrty management development programs (Black

; 1979) (Peterlreund 1976).

his is supponed by Barton- Doberin & Hodgetts

'
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/ (1 975) whose study revea‘ed that cost was ranked least rmportant as a tactor
inﬂuencing program selectlon Frrst was 'subject-matter being covered' followed

,; by "qualifications of those oftering the, program ' ; SR ';‘
X f,' One study which questloned preference for locatlon revealed that

orl-ca(mpus was chosen over in- house semtna/rs because of aoc,ess gamec}l to' N
lrbralries and the opportumty to mmgle wrth exet:utrve peers (Lynton 1983) / ‘ |
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Yet another concern of thrs study i 4s therrdentmcatlon of the"tevel of .

/

)

decision-making as to whtch employees should attend university- sponsored

seminars. In a recent survey conducted by the Training & Deveélopment Journal }
 (Employee Training in America, 186), the most important ievel of decision- |

making with respect to general employee trarning was tound to be among hrgher :

~management personnel in lact 86% ol the respondents cited this source as

-~ opposed to 45% who mentuoned human resource development managers and

* 43% who cited training managers Llne managers played a role in 16% of the :53 » :

firms who participated in,the survey Whlle 2% of the respondents crted union , i ', l, ’
— reptesentatives. It seems that the human resource development staff and trar]nlng ’

departments play relatuvely lnsrgmfcant roles rndetermrnmg who should o .‘l ' ,

partlctpate in training. . N « . f
*Not only do trarmng department play a small role in the: management

development decision- maklng prooess bt Broderick (1982) also sug.gests that = i
their wew may lﬁe somewhat blased The author proposes that a decisionto send © | -
an employ.ee elsewhere for trammg may retleot badly on the in- -house training . - ‘

|_“‘ »
f

/ stal;l Solrcrtation of omslde help. they tear may mdrcate a lack of competence on .
(I, - \’ ;- ) oy
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: of apartll:ular problem. o

‘ wrth peers m other orgamzatlons : "

rqanagement trainmg for thelr employees’? Mumford (1975) explains that
orgamzatlons trequently turn to outsrde sourceset help tor a lnore ob)eCtive

i
1 ’

-~

[

N .‘f. organization are’his knowledge and skill, and a view about the

f g} .| organization which may not be objective but is, at least, not B
v politically oriented within the organization in the same way as.’
SO IR - member of that 'organization may be. He brings with him an

. | ‘element of challeng;ﬁ existing experience, which is often not
"t only unwelcome seen positively as a threat. His

' j';.".: hopefully wuthout creatmg new problems. (p. 127)

mamfold Black (1979) suggests that unlversrtles assrst managers m broade
thelr vision a@nd.understanding of their role wrthrn therr orgamzatlon "it'aims
make generahsts out of specialists a to place the corporatlon in the'broad
perSpectwe of socrety (p.29), As well, many executlves value umversrty

sponsored programs for they provide a forum in which to share ideas and in

* Most people feel ‘the greatest beneﬁt is the opportumty to meet
with their peers from across the.-nation ... What executive

. +. -development _programs offer- is moré that advanced
-+ . coursework in financing, corporate strategy and'long-range

- planning. They otfer a unique interaction with peers and a
-, consequent broademng .0f.0ne's horizons beyond narrow,
functronal limits. (Brodenck 1982 p20) o

T
¥

CR * The knowledge and expemse of unrvers:ty faculty is cited as yet ’

another entlcmg Iure

L4

Umversrty taculty today tend. to be secure and successful in
their own right - their theories and opinions carry consrderable

» ks . weight with mdustry They can, deal with successful and

. justification for existence is that he helps to resoive problems, :

’ The reasons for university prelerence over other external‘sdurées are

vlew.

.l The ma]or advantages otlered - by a’ consultant to an. .,

ning’
to
er

snghts

2
!

» ‘\“ 2
hiel

Y

-



v
y e
-

- ‘ . . . ' . -
<

. sometimes overconfident executives better than in- -company . |
. training staffs. Professors resemble outside consultants in the
prestige they carry with top executlves (Black, 1979, p.31)

t, <

. ST A well itis suggested that corporationrs may turn to Universities
‘because they are cost effective. Relying on the non-profit, educational system may _ .

"be more economrcal than seeking out the private proht making sector (Lynton

1 983) ' ’

T Factors which have negatively influenced partrcnpatlon in umversrty
management development programs have mcluded a dlsfavourable attitude

* towards the effectiveness of universities as agents' in the management
development proceSS\-l:rym})n (1984) suggests that employer dtssatnsfactlon with -

" the mappropnate education given to thelr employees by universities adds to the ’
reluctance of corporations to turn to hlgher education tor further employee
;. development. Aﬂer all, they argue, if unlversrtles didn't properly train their existing

work force the first time around who i§to say that they wrll do a better job the

¢

__second time? - .
, AT&T has also voiced cntlcrsms toward umversutles This major -

" corporation has scaled down on umversrty programs with the ,lollowung ratlonale
"They are fir ine for intellectual stimulation, but Ilt_tle else" (Digman,1978,'p.65)."
lndustry often searches for clear-cut practical solutions‘rather than abstract
theoretlcal discourse. In addition, some fear that academics lack hanus on

L expenence in the field (Pointkowski, 1986).

'\ " Businesses not only ook for a practlcal and effectlve approach to - :

' prOblem solvlng, they also look for a mature and professuonal approach to .
teachlng these skills and capabllmes Universities may be dlsadvantaged in this
area for, as Lynton (1984) points-out, the prevalentqopmlon ‘émong many
employers is that faculty do not know how to teach experienced adults. They are
more familiar with an authoritarian approach used with 18-year olds than they are

" with older, more learned adults who have much to contribute and shgre from past

~
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relevant expenence ¢ A
Another cmrcnsm drrected at umversmes ongmates trom a perceptlon
that unlversmes fail to respond quickly enough to the ever-changmg needs ot the

_ husiness commumty The unnversuty is viewed as a large and dumbersome
, orgamzatlon werghed down in bureaucracy and tradition-based constraints whtch
b mhnbnt the\development of programs that are up to date with current business ’
o needs Lynton (1 984) warns that if unrversntres don't chaﬁge this, they will be
) : forgotten by bu,smesses who will instead tutn to more responsuve agencies to fulfill
| therr dé\relOpment needs -

‘\

"I academic mstrtutlons are to provide_a larger ttactron of that
broad- array of corporate educatron they must develop a
degree of flexibility as well as a speed of response that would
"’ constitute a sharp departure from current practlces and

procedures (p. 72) ; , , . .

\

L Other factors have been cited as prob|ematrc Brodenck (1982), for

b

example summarizes the results of a Brigham-Young Umversrty study which lists
" the_following as potentral road blocks to eﬂectrve rnterat:tton.

. ‘ ' ’ ' . '
‘ 1), Lack of understandmg by educatlonal institutions of the purpose
and role of private industry and_vice versa.

I ' 2) Educational institutions are not meetmg mdustrys real- wOrld
AR needs. -

3) Education's. responsibility to taxpayers and corporate.concern for
»stockholders ate divergent loyalties that complicate cooperation.
.-. . #4) Greater use of industry personnel would be appropriate in
T cooperative education. Trainers apparently distrust academics.
" - 5) Government red fape stands in the way of effective cooperatlon
e especially unsp dcified financial aspects that keep corporations and
+ schools from working together as closely as they should.
{p. 29)

Ee

Barton Dobenn & Hodgetts (1 975), in an article entitled 'Management
tramrng programs who uses them and why'?' hsted several detérent factors to
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panioipation in managemem t@mng programs. Ranked first was programnot
- relevant’, followed by 'matenial is t00 thebretical' ' ‘
. : The notion of universites being overly theoretical, we have seen is
. -'wi‘deso'read among businesses. Eurich (1985) suggests that®his trait is an
‘ essential'ch'e(acterisiic of universities and thus should not nebessarily be alte}ed
.meraly to respond to demqnds by business for a more praciical-based .
curriculum. lnstead the author considers the theory-based approaoh of -
\- universmes as oompllmentary to the changing needs oi business Eunch (1985)
o explains

oo SN industrial education and the traditional system “thigher
B U SN education) have evolved to accomplish important but different
AR . " missions. The goal of traditional higher education is, and must
7 ' . be, broader: it seeks to teach concepts and their gvolution,
, B ~ .+ critical methods of inquiry and knowledge in varioug subjects,
. T ~ historical background as well as current issues, and provide
Lt ) -the bases for many professions taught at academic levels. In
S : .’ comparison, the corporate system's goal is more spaecific and
oL .narrow in terms of applicability to a company's needs and
. .. productivity. The overlap, however, is growing as corporations
C " realize that continual learning for workers in a variety ogfields
N - may actuve|y improve production.” (p.14) . - :
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o randomly"selected by a private mailing-list broker. in addition, 250 subjects were

N assessment whlch would be of value in helping the Conoordla Centre for

who had agreed to participate. - ‘ »

L
Y P *
T ) N

Thio aim of this study was to gather useful mtormation‘via a needs .

Management Studies develop and offer those semmars and oonferences Whnch
hélp fuffill the trarnmg and protesslonal development needs of the Montreal
business community N oy

- [

To aocomphsh thrs goal a questronnalre was developed and malled
to a pre- deﬁned populatton sample The retumed questronnarres supphed the
data necessary to formulate general oonclusnons and recommendattons fo the
Centre e f/:/‘: R :
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The total sample of 121 8 subjects was drawn from four dnstmct (.-

population groups 1) the Montreal business oommumty 2) tormer delegates to

CCMS semmars and conferences; 3) members of The Montreal Tralnmg Group;
4) members of the CCMS Board of Directors. The Iargest of these groups was

made\ up of 925 members of the Montreal business community who were

randomly chosen from lists of former delégates who had attended CCMS
seminars and conferences. All eighteen members of the CCMS board of directors

were mcluded in the sample as were, 25 members of the Montreal Tr.:umng Group

g -

"The material used in this study was a.tourspaqe mail-out
questionnaire. (See Appendix A.) This survey instrument was composed of

/

Bl
L4

. 27 » X - »o

- . i '
FIRRS i b - M ~




-b—s’l—/

~

twenty-three, mostly multlple-eltoice-type questiens. Questions 4-6, 7i, 8, 16-18
provided demographlé information while questions 1-3 survéyed the
respondents’ attltudes toward the university as a provider'of professnonal
development seminars Questlons 23.i and 23.ii were expected to reveal which
types of compames were potenttal users of CCMS semmars Questions7.i u 7.iti;
and 14 were deSlgned to provide data regardmg which types of professlonal ,
\development seminars would llkely be attended. Means of communlcalmg the |
ﬁanlabnhty and benefits of CCMS was derived from qUesttons 9.and 21; and
f inally, questions 10-13, 15, 19, 22 and 29 collected data related 1o practlcal

considerations, including key mslmctlonal deslgn issues, whlch would affect

. parllclpatlon in university seminars.

A questionnaire developed to study a similar centre in Houston Texas
served as a skeleton from which questions were formulated for this study -
(Boatright, 1984) A pretest was conducted once ‘the survey instrument had been

approvéd by both the directer of CCMS, Prof. Ronald McTavish., and thls thesis

‘advisor, Prof. Richard Schmid, Séventeen individuals, randomly selected from
. the former-particpant and the Montreal-Tralnmg-Group populations, were -

" contacted by telephone and asked to participate in pretesting the questionnaire. -

The fifteen who consented to the pretest were asked to complete the

questionnaire and highlight any problems iri wording or clarity. Nine of the pretest

questionnaires were returned. Minor revisions were suggested and the
questionnaire was altered acsordingly. Data obtained from pretesting were ot
used in the final study. | |
The final version of the questlonnalre was printed along with an
ecomgénylng cover letter and self-addressed, postage-paid envelope (See
 Appendix B). | S ~ "
Four mailing lists were used in this study. The largest containing,

. randomly- sampled names of executives in the Montreal area, was purchased by
- CCMS from Lovell Litho Inc. A second list, containing names of former delegates
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‘/\ .o CCMS seminars was provided by GCMS -as'were 1he names and addresses >

P ot those who sit on the Board of Direexors The jourth maliling list' was provided by .‘
* " oneofthe founding members of the MontrealTraining Group ) i . R
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" SN On July 25 19886, the questronnarres and aecdmpanymg letters and
. envelopes were mailed to the 12?8 members of, the selected sample groUp

- Nmety three ef the questronnarres were retu'eedtothe Cemre due to ineorrect . . o
| addresses x: S 1 e T o :
- e, Pnor teﬂ)e madrng. and wnhmthe first wee’k ot expedrtron the o .
< '\‘ researcher telephoyned approxrmately 250 rafidomly selocted indivrduals within: -
,alrrourbr the sam | calegories fo roquest theit eooperatron inthe study The .
A R

"'\‘ 4 v *
[ o O g . v R
. £ s st L N ) 4 Lo N
“y
t 2 4
* R v N ' LI N
. . " S ,
' 5. - s
- I LR
B - iy Oy ]
- v ' " \
tw I - f
. . . \
R N .
* f bR N PR 4
rrrrrr = . A o
- - , e N N
Y Y Ty . T 4 s R f
A h s v [ t ~
. - .
0 ¢
A s R ! 4 LRI P o %4 W2 A
Wt ot chira e R I o
. o b . a [ 3§ e L a
N s ¥, .
H ~ AILIRY 4 on . ' ., n
» 3 Iy - &
) . . .
“ ! » -
v - e, N ~ ) a -
iy & ¢ , P R
t > 9’ . o
gl &
i3 s . : [} + "‘ PR
e ‘» . - o
. ‘ I ] ) v )
. » oot . 3
4 -~ s -
L ‘\/ Y A -
. + A= N A
B o Y e day B % ! v
- v . v S o - e .
¢ . i Y} s , - .
N . .
N ’ . ) \ ~ -y 2 —— P v
[ 4 > %, ” . : %4
. * - n L - e B ' ‘e
. > - -
"! WF + ?_ ™ - - $‘ () ;' - -, . ‘l
N "% 1 Y, X . . i .
a'y ; PR Y H R
) ' [P - . P v ‘.
3 N £ * i S ! -
F . N & r 1. N
. " N
ok Yl et o N . P! 3
H I 3 i v f . t . ~
R . .
LI v 4 . P ) r Al 4w
s ¥ oW § | R RN ¢
RE . . o . , ) . A e
ey 3 e R ] - .y . H Y N -
. 3 , 1 ~ 5
.l Lol et . 4 ) o . (
. . [ &t ., 29 »a'ts Voo
- Al .
y
* . e PO ' A . - “ , . { e
‘ M - Y, S o . vy R
te ! - 3
M ' PP ¥ N N o Y ¢ 4 - eyd 4
‘ 3 vd - + 5’
s s o . r -
. iy ' . - i ' i - K ' N 4
: Car '
3 ' ) r,‘f hd s W . > 4 A
L 0 [N v
i ot oo A , r 1
i P P vt .



- | . CHAPTER 4
\ - . Besults

A total of 139 completed questionnaires were returned to the Centre.
This reprasents an overall respohee rate of 11.4%. However, the response rate for
various f)opuhtion subgroups was not eonsisient_‘-The lowest response (8.6%)
came from those who were randomly chosen;ﬁrom a Montreal business mailing list
purchased from a private agency. The best response rate (61%) came from the
CCMS board of directors. Table 1 presents the vanous populauon samples and
theur response rates.

.o Table 1 . .
Response rates for various popufation subgroups

) | . (wrong address) . e
. External mailing list 925 = 83 72 86%

- Former Delegates 25 - & 47 19.2%
Board of Directors 18 - - . 11 61.1% —
Montreal Tralning Group 25 - 9 36.0%

" Yotal . 1218 93 . 139 11.4%

The following results section is subdivided into six subsections: 1)
demographics, 2) the lmage of unlvarsnies as providers of professional T
development seminars. 3) potential users of professional development seminars, :

4) types of pmfesslonal development seminars likely to be attended, 5) '
communoeating the avallability and benefits of CCMS, and 6) practncalﬁnstruc-
tional considerations which atfect participati®n in university seminars.
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Data Analysis
Most of the data collected with the survey instrumerit were nominal in

nature; statistical treatment was thus limited to frequency counts. A‘pbmpriaté
non-parametric statistics were used to isolate any response differences amon&
various subgroups. Specific analyst_as are dealt with in each subsection below.
Statistical treatment was performed on a Maclintosh personal oomp:ner using the
'Statworks' software program. The subprogram ‘crosstabulation’ was used
throughout for all statistical analyses. _ |

" The questionnaire had been designed to provide fixed categories for
most questions. Where op'en-ended'ques;tions were asked (questions 1.ii., Z"‘“’
18.iv, 18.v, and 23.ii), responses were coded by the author into major categories

as they emerged. .

The chi square statistical test was used in data analysis to determine if
) response patterns were consistent across the various sample subgroups. The
“main sample subgroups used throughout the analyses are defined in Table 2.

Table 2 '
Sample subgroups used in data arnalysis

A) Businggs size B) Business categories

-> 1000 - Manufacturing

- 500-1000 - Transportation

- 250-499 * - Wholesale & Retail”

-100-249 - Service 5

- <100 - Financial-Insurance, & Other®

C) Management level D) Population subgroups “

- Senior - Members of the Mtl. business community
- Middle - Former delegates to CCMS seminarss,,
\ - Supervisory - Members of the CCMS Board of Directors

- Other - - Members of the Mtl. Training Group

-

* These categqries were recoded 10'gain larger cell sizes for the purpose of crosstabulation. Borg &
Gall (1983) specify that expected frequency for each cell size must be equal to or greater than five for
a valid chi-square test to be performed without corrections.
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: employ more stringent probabliiity values such as .01 or even .05.

In testinﬁ the resparcﬁ hybqtheses. a probabiliiy value of .10 was
selected. Due 1o the nature of the study itself, it was not deemed necessary to

Demographics

" . Business categories for all subjects are represented as follows:.
Forty-three percent of the respondents worked for manufacturing indu?;ies.
Twsnty-two percent were from service industries; 12% from transportation; 6%

A

-aeach from wholesale, and financial-insurance; gnd 5% aach from reiail. and other
(see Table 3). - ¢

“Table 3

Breakdown of sample by business category

¢ % N category
43% 60 manufacturing -
22% 30. ¢ service
, 12% 17 transportation
6% 9 wholesale
6% 9 financial-insurance
5% 7 retail )
5% 7 other :
-100% 139 total

o

Thirty-seven percent of these subjects were from firms with more than
1000 employees; 8% were from businesses of between 500 and 1060 .
employees; 10% were from those with 250 to 499 employees; 17% from firms of
100 to 249 employees, and 27% from those with fewqi than 100 employees (see

e -~

Table 4). L
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, . 37% . '52 over 1000 : IR
- 8% 1M 500-1000 .-
10% 14 .0 250-499 . ot L
17% . 24 100-249° . 1. -
27% 38 . lessthan100

*  100%  139- - . total

P

The majority of reSpondants (55%) held semor management posmons
and 30% held middle mangement positions. Only 9% were at the superwsory

level and 7% indicated 'other’ on the questionnaire (see Table 5). - T

i ’\‘l ,. . = ;.l' . P
... - vx. Table5 . AR :
i Breakdown of sample by management level” - .
« . . A , '
; % . N " management level T

", 5% . '76 senior management L

30% 41 ., , middle management I

9% . 12 . supervisory , T
N o T% 10 _other . A ‘

! . D ‘ N

© o 100% 13 . total . | - )

i
1 ) -

: Of the ﬁrms who responded 72% worked for busmasses that
conducted in-house training. oo : e
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When asked where they had received the capabilities and knowledge

required to :perform in their present position, almost all (82%) indicated on-the-job
experience. Two-thirds also specified that university diploma/degree programs
contributed. Fo‘}ty-four percent mlentioned other (than university) private or public
seminars. Almost an equal number (43%) mentioned university seminars or
conferences. Of the total sample, 30% of those representing the Montreal
bqsiness directory population indicated university seminars and conferences
whereas 69°\/o of the former seminar participant sample mentioned this source.

- Thirty-seven percent indicated in-house training and twenty-two percent added to

their capabilities and knowledge from external consujtants. Only 6% exptressed
the belief that m#hagerials skills were inherent and not taught (see Table 6).

Table 6 : i

Response frequency to question 8.i: Where have you received the capabilities

and knowledge required to perform in.your present position?

% N sources
, . i
. 92% 128 on-the-job experience .
+ 2 66% 92 university diploma/degree programs /- .
44% 61 other private or public seminars
o B% 60 university seminars/conferences
' 37% 51 in-house training :
22% 30 external consulting
6% 8 * managerial skills are’ mherent not taught ,
4% other s ST

\

6

Jet > ! . . i
} P

Ninety-nine percent of the sample had heard of Concordra unnfersrty
and 81% had heard of Concordia Centre for Manegement Studres More 1‘ ;’l
specifically, 69% of the population randomly selected trom a Montreal busmess SR~
mailing list had heard of CCMS as opposed to 98% of former partucrpants "

Forty-three percent ot the respondents were tormer partlcrpants whe
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attended the seminars listed i |n Appendix 2. When asked how pleased they were

with these seminare on a scale of one to five (1 very, 5- very) the mean

was 3.7. When asked how practically useful they were, again on a scale of ene to
hve the mean response was 3.3.

4

! AN nr{L

Respondents were asked to rate, on a scale of one to five, whether
" they agreed (5) or disagreed (1) with the following statement: "Universities should
not be involved in providing professional development seminars.” Fifty-eight
', percentof the respondents circled '1' (disagree) and twertty-seven percent '
s circled '2'. Only 4% circled '5' (agree). Table 7 presents a breakdown of
responses. Clearly, the majority of respondents disagréed with this statement and
thought that universities should in fact be involved i m providing professional ’

- . | 1
; training seminars. - Y
. i

. " To determine whether bpmuon variad among. respondents
’ representung different management levels, business categories or snze the data 5
were analyzed using a chi square statnstrcal method. No srgnmcant drﬂerences ‘
. werefound(p>1) : ‘ * T

l LAY

i

Table7 . “ IR

Response frequency to question 1: "To what extent do you agree or drsagree v.hth
N the following: 'Universities shouid pot be rnvoged in providing protessronal
. develepment seminars.'?" (1-—d|sagree 5= agree)

+ e . : ;

S

N % . N . - category
R A . 55% 74 1 |

T i 27% - 36 2 :
N i i ) ‘. ) - ‘ . 90/0 12 3 R \ l

‘ S 6% & 4 :

. 50/0 5 " ) R 5 ‘ .:

100%; . 135 ‘ " total '

- . u" “




" as they did in. question, 1. HeSponses were coded mto several mam categones

The sample was then asked to comment on why they had responded

s
¥y,

. which ar% hsted in Table 8. The most frequently cited reason tor behevlng that Lo oo

. .commonly menttoned reason was that resporidents beheved it was part of a Coa

x universities should be mvolved in this field is that universities have the’ resources \\ | g
" and facilities whnch are avanlable to the busmess commumty ‘The second most :

universrty s mandate Few responses indicated negatnve aspects of such an

associatnon 'yet 8% did mention‘that umversmes may not have any practrcal RN

. ! , , v v
expenence with busrness o c . ;o T N

L | Tabrea L

7 f ' . - ’

.Ftesponse frequency to questton 1. (second part) Why umversmes shomd or _ L
should not be involved with provudmg professmnal development trammg

, . seminars. - L
% - N advantags R -
- 23% 22 a) universities have resources and facrhtres avanlable o .
e ' the community. . '
7 14% 13 b) part of unrversatysmandate natural consequence of
e SR formal education. .
- 8% . .8 _c) universities are up on tatest techmques approaches
. ‘ . and information. .. o
. 8% 8. d) provides opportumty for teachers and schools to stay
a ' . intouch with business community - allows for
IR ~ real-world cqntact. )
5%, - 5 7 e)uniyersities are an appropriate instltutton . , :
5% - 5 [ ' f) universities provide balance to business pragmatism; . "
I' ' . they bridge the gap between theory and practice. o
4%, 4 ' . @) universities are more .objective than other . o
o '\« organizations. . RN
3% | 3 h) universities are responsible to both students and the
P { - . business community. ,
© 1:8%' . .. 3: . i)itbensefits both universities and businesses. - ‘
' 3%. 3 j) universities can bring together other organizations; v

gives businesses-access to a large number-of people.

-
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. 100% 96 total
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‘ 3% . 3 L k) umversmes help buslnesses understand change ina °

\ ) dynamic world. /
1% L I) unjversities should toc s on-research and development
g S - 7 intraining
1% 1 . ' m)only.good ifthey can assume support and dtrectton
P from the business community.
1% 1 . n) teaching of theory by university faculty is better than
e ‘ in-house teachkg. »
1% 1 0) many professors are active in business and bring in

'hands -on"experience.

- Disadvantages i
- 8% . 8 p) wtversltres have no practical expenence removed
g . from reality of business.
5% 5 * q) who would do the tramrng? the nght person is
Ce required.
. 2% 2 r) umversmes are too expensrve cost is an issue.

14

The sample was then asked to specify, from a given list, which aspects

: they thought would.pe advantageous trom university involvement with the training b

~ . and educating of the business commumty (questlon 2a). The choices are ranked

in order of frequency in Table 9. Toppmg the list, with a 73% response rate, is the

notion that universities would' provide the opportunlty for managers to interact with -
each’ other and exchange expenences Seventy percent indicated that untverstttes

B have many ideas and resources. Frfty six percent believed that universlties

provrde good basrcs to businesses. 1t is interestrng to note that the least trequently
otted advantage (13%) was that university involvement wrth business would
) mcrease the status and prestige of busmesses

A N

;*,:‘- L . Chi square analyses were performed with those reasons which were

cnted as an advantage by more than 50% of the respondents This chi square test.

was performed using ‘population subgroups bustness oategory. business size,
i

" and management levei as tactors Statrsttcal srgmﬁg:ance p. <. 1)was tound tn tl;e -
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. Response frequency to questlon 2 "What is/are the greatest advantage(s) of
{b universities getting lnvolved with-the training and educating of the busmess
conl ) commtmrty" (check all that apply)
" % N \advantages;
o 73% 100, . provides opportunity.to interact and exchange experiences
Lo ~70%, ° 97 .  universities have many ideas and.resources
o 56% . - 78 ' |, universltles provrde good blasucsto businesses
. 43%: “60 : the faculty will-gain valuable experience
S, : 43%“ '60 . " universities help leaders thmk'and plan
Pl '40% .- 55 lots of talent and expertise in umversrtkes ~ <
SN "30% 427 it helps the community '
: o - 29%.. 40 - umversmes will gain income ‘
AN . .26% ' 36 ‘umversm? have the latest.ideas -
. . . - 22%:. 31 . provides new.markets to schools’ E
LT _ 20% - 28 ; increases the prestige and status of universities .
o .1 " - 20% 28 . faculty'can be hired as consultants
.. 1. 17%. 24  -provides good PR for the university
e Do 13% 18”7 ‘increases the prestigeand and status of businesses
, .. .. 3% 4 other - .
T % there are no advantages o
- Ce - ¢ - . - , , o s

y ’ -~

Y - Chl square testbetween reason 2h (provudes opportunity to interact and exchange
) \ - expenences) and populatlon subgrbups Examlnatron of the resulting contingency
A oo table (Table 10) revealed that the board of dlrectors and former participants crted

N\‘* , Jthls reason more olten thah dld the Montreal Trammg Group and members of the
. D "Montreal busrness commumty who hadn't attended CCMS. semrnars It appears
Co that those who have had direct expenence wnth CCMS are more aware ot its
beneﬁts asa forum for lnteractron than those who have not.
N El - ! :‘: ! / N N h “. ! ' , , s ¥ '
s , , . ' ) - . " _ -
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/) R Tab'iéw T
Contrngency table reSuItmg from chr square analysrs between populatiom
subgr0ups and cited advantage Universities provide opportunity to interact and

o T % exchange expenences f !
- . ; "\. [‘r ‘)" ) F\ oo . P .
;Chlsquare 6’342 B S T : :
s‘gndlC&ﬂCﬂ 096 o . ','4" oo pr , R J d‘,f i
\ * s T N |
Celleount \\,.r L ) i . L
Row% . . ' P S A M, Business Population -~ '
_Column% - > Boardof ' . Former Cornmunrty Ml Training ' Subgroup .
-~ Total % Directors .. ...  Parlicipants Mail List * Group.©  Totals - ‘
N - ) i o1
yes © " "980.. . ;3663 . 47.52 . 5.94
A AT X " 3453 4.32 © 7266
K ., 8 . , 26 3 ) 38
ST #es » 2105 . 68.42 "’ 7.89 ,
no, £ . . 809 ;. 1778 .. 3514 - 3333 . .
R R R N & () L1871 2.16 - 2734
AR e '
Reason . . 11 w 45 74 9" 139
totals .. . 791 ° ,° ° 3237 . ' . 5324  ° 647 100.00 ,
: ) ¥

4. AChi sq‘ua‘re"analysis between reason 2. (universities have many
ideas an'd'res‘ources) and the various population subgroups yielded‘statistically
S|gnmcant results (p.<.1). In this case, individuals who have not had direct
expenence with CCMS ¢hose this reason more often’ than did former partrcrpants
and surpnsmgly. mora often than the board of directors (see Table 11).

" When asked to cite drsadvantages to unlversmes gettmg involved with
the trammg .and educatmg of the business commumty, two-thrrds of the
respondents indicated that faculty may not have field or practrcal expenence As
noted in Table 12, none of the other dnsadvantages were cited by more than a
quarter of the sample, -
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. bk : T . Table 11 .
K ~ Contingency table resulting fro{;- chi square analysis between population-
' . subgroups and cited advantage: Universities have many ideas and resources.
{j____ R . . "' , ’ - »*
) Chi-Square: 10.771 ) -
.. "+ - Significance: .013 L X .
ST Cell count I N : o
. Row% - - ; \ . Mtl. Business Population
Column % Board of Formér Community Mtl. Training . %Subgmup“
E U Total % Directors Participants Mai List - up Totals -
S ' — 4 20 _ 59 5 97 ‘
, yes © 412 290.90" ¢ 60.82 5.15 L
2.88 120.86 . 4245 3.60 69.78
L] 4 '
’ 7 16 . 15 4 42
. _ 16.67° 38.10° 357 9.52 }
) -~ no . 63,64 35.56 20.27 44.44 '
: 5.04 11.51 1079 2.88 30.22 \
\ ! - "
; Reason T 45 74 - . 9 139
. ac¢ ‘*‘g R
 totals 7.91 32.37 53.24 6.47 100.00
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S | _ 18% 24 university teaching is too generalized

e 1%

Table 12

- -'Rb*sponsb freduehcy to question 3: What is/are the greatest disadvantages to

universmes getting involved with training and educating of the business -
R ‘community? (check all that. apply)

% N . - disadvantages

' 7 7% 92 . faculty may-not have field or practical experience
C 24%. 34 too practical, too intellectual
"19% 26 there are no disadvantages

N

e

12% 16 toocostly - . J
10% 14 on the job training is better |
9% 13 they teach for grades, not understanding
5% 7 too much paperwork & administration
" 4% 6 other.
2 not general enough
2 universities have no time to do it right
1 business people are too old for university -
LS
1 : .

1%
1%

A}

EI l.l [ [ .‘ I‘lv I I .

- The last question on the survey instruhjlent (23."i) asked respondentg: “

"Would you consider CCMS to provide training se’minars for yourself or for your
firm?" Nearly two-thirds (64%) responded ‘ves', while one third (32%) indicated
that they oouldn‘t say. Only 4% said they would not consider CCMS to provide
training seminars for thelr firm. B S

A chi square test was performed fo determme which business
categories, business size and management levels would be most likely to
consider CCMS as a source of training. No statistical differences were found.
Statistically sigmfcant differences were found (p.<.1) 'whencomparisons were

~made betwaen those who had attendgd CCMS seminars and members of the

Montreal-busingss community who haé% not.’ Eighty 'percent of former participants

.. indicated that they would consider CCMS compargd to 60% of those who had
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never before attended. . Y _

- L o Part two of question 23 requested respondems to explain why tﬁey ,
' woutd not consider CCMS to provide training seminars. No reasons were cited

' by any of the respondents. J - |

- In questnon 19, those subjects who had not attended CCMS seminars

- were asked to lndlcate. on a muitiple-choice-type list, why they hadn't. One third
- | "-indicat”ed that they didn't have time to attend. Twenty-seven percent were not |
interested in the programs oﬂered Ten percent found the programs too )
expensuve whereas_ 8% preferred a compemor's semmar Only five percent
specified thaf the location was not convenient and no one indicated that
- * . university-type seminars had little to offer (see Table13).

"%

oo e Tablets

‘ e . | :
Response frequency to question 19 If you haven‘t partlcipated in CCMS
gt - semmars why not? -

’ .
- <o P C -
. . . ‘

% N

- v

reason

R
>

33% 21 didn't have time to attend ..
27% A7 ‘was not interested in the’ programs oﬁered

S 1% 7 other
' ' 10% 6 found the programs too expenswe SR
8%’ - 5 préferred a competitor's seminar - g
6% 4 didn‘t have time to attend, and was: not imerested
» 5% 3 location was not convenient * © . - W
J 0% "0 - university type semimars have nttle to oﬂer
. 100% 63 total ‘ S ST
N R
4 ¥ . : E o
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The sample was asked: "Are there any managerial or supervisory

tramlng programs which you formerly provided using in-house staff which’ you

antrcrpate to provide using outside resouroes ln the next year or two?" Only those
who had in-house training facilities answered the question (99 respondents).
Nuneteen_ percent of these responded yes, while 49% said no (see Table 1.4,).

Table1s ., '

4
['S

Response frequency to question 7 ii: "Are there any managerlal“or supervisory :
training pragrams which you formerty provided using'in-house staff which you
antrcrpate to. provrde usrng outsrde resources in the next year or two?" ’

[V

e %

N

response -

» LT A% | 49 no o ‘
- ... 20% . 20 don't know
: S 19% . - 19, yes
' L CNM% N depends
| " {00% 99 ol ?

7
4
i AN

e

When asked to name those areas in which they mlght seek outside’
resources. everal toprc areas were given, but none were cited by more than 4%
of the respondents (see Appendix 3). The response frequency was too limited to
draw general conclusrons about any one area where firms are seeking outside , °

trainmg resources.

-

. .. . Inquestion 14 P respondents were asked to cheok off those areasin
'. whlch they perceuved a personal need tor tralning and/or development From the
chorce of topucal areas strategic planning was the most popular cited by 52% of

the respondents Computer technology was selected by 38% and time
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WMOM‘was cited 6yss% of the respondents. in the functional areas,
" Finance and Accoumlng was the most popular and was checked off by 38% of
the sample Table 15 lists frequency of response in desoendmg order for each of
the categonos
Statistical analyses were performed using the chi square test to
determine if there were any differences in the types of responses recorded by
various business categories business gize, and management levels. Only those .
perceived needs recorded by more than one third of the respondents were '
tested. Computer technology was the only choice that yielded statistically
significant differences among various manademeont levels (p.<.1) (see Table 16).
A discemible pattern emerges in 'which lower levels of management
(suparvisory) seem to desire training in this area more than do higher levels
(senior management). In fact, 58% of supervisory level managers indicated a
"+ . _personal need for training in computer technology while 46% of middle
» management and'29% of senior management cited this need. This may be
indicative of either ditferences in prior knowledge or the demands placed upon o
them in their work. ' N
@  The sample was then asked to indicate in which areas they perceived
a training need for their subordinates (question 14.ii). Improving productivity was
the most often selected topic area, checked off by 45% of the respondents. Next
was leadership training (45%), problem solving (41%), time mangement (40%), .
written epmmuﬁicatign (40%), and oral communication.(36%) (see Tablo 17).
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. o Table 15

Responsé frequency to question 14.i: In what areas do you perceive a personal
- need for training and/or development?

1% %2 . | other , -

3 b

% N Topic areas
52% 72 . Strategic planning
38% 53 - Computertechnology
35% 49 Time management
31% 43 Stress management
30% 427 Improving productivity
30% 4t - Leadership training
21% 29  .° ' Labour relations
20% 28 Performance appraisals
20% 28 . Problem solving
19% 27 Oral communication
12% 16 Written communication
%% . .7  p» Other
) Functional areds \
" 38% ‘52 .- . Finance & Accounting
. 27% 37 Legal & Government Relations w
"25% 35 .. Administrative AR
23% 32 . -+ Marketing and sales
19% 26 - Personnel
.19% 26 " Production o
12% 17 " Purchasing and materials -
12% 17 Research and development *

m N



Table 16

- Contingency Table resulting from chi square analysis between management

level and topical atea 14.1.j: personal need for training

e

)

- in computer technology.

X

. Chi-Square: 6.562

Significance: 0.087

- Caft Count

Row %
Column %
Total %

Middie

yes 2

19
35.85

13.67

3.60

2585
53.66
15.83

5.81
50.00
3.60 )

41

29.50

10 -

7.19

=
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k - Table 17 - I ;f‘, i
Response frequency for Question 14.ii: ln what areas do you pemeive (a L J
. training and/or development neled for your subordinates. [ Lo
i ' ” b . e g
% N Topicareas - = . { o
: | ol .
45% 63 improving productivity N vll 3
45% 62 Leadership training T b .
. 41% 57 . Problem solving S 3;('§ :
. 40% 56 ‘Time management’ Sy l] ol
.. 40% 55 , Written communication - | - [ii.
36%. 50 . Oral communication A TP
. 28% -39 " Computer technology '
- 28% 38 Performance appraisals - %

1 24% 33 Labour relations ,Tr
22% 30 Strategic planning . R v

-16% - 22 Stress management e |

4% 5 Other : T
. “Functional areas U

32% 45 . Production ~ -

30% 42 ,*  Marketing and sales . )

.29% 39 - Finance and accounting )

27% 38 -Administrative s
20% 28- - * Purchasing and materials .
19% 27 - Personnel
15% 21 ° /Legal and government relatcons .

12% 17 Research and developmem
2% 3 Other
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: Statistically significant differences were found (p.<.1)-when chi square |
.analyses were performed using business size and the perceived subordinate need in’

N
written communication (see Table 18) The contingency table reveals that the need for ! g'

traimng in written communication among subordinates was recordéd more often by j
medium sized oompanies than by smaller companies (less than 100 employees) and 1;
larger companies (more than 500 ernployoes) No explanation could be found for this ‘
phenomenon. - . . o ’ ~

Table 18

Contingency Table resulting from chi square analysis befiveen business size and’ .’

— [y

topical area 14h b: subordinate need for wntten communlcation —

=~

:‘ !
Chi-Square: 7.903 _ ) - B ' 5
Significance: 0.095 !
) CeliCount ‘
Row %
Column%  >1000 500- 250- 100- <100 Business - ‘
Total % 1?00 499 ° - 249 wtals
yes 16 4 9 13 13 . 55
29.09 727 16.38 23.64 23.64
0.7 e -£4.29 5417 . 3421
11.51 288 6.47 9.35 9.35 39.57
o . 386 7 5 11 25 84
42.86 . 8.33 5.95 13.10 29.76
N L 89.23 ' 63.64 35.71 45.83 65.79
‘ e 2890 5.04 360 7.91 17.99 60.43
1448 52 1 14 24 38 139
37.41 R 10.07 17.27 27.34 100.00
¢ " e “i \§ K o
1 =1,
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o Eﬂecls were also found when exammmg oral oommunlcation The ' ‘
need was more frequemly crterT in companies with fewer than 500 employees oo
lhan in larger companies with mare than 500 employees (see Table 19)
3 . ‘ - W
Table 19 :
Contmgency Table resultrng 1rom chi square analyls between business size and !
toplcal area 14.i u a: subordlnate need for oral communication
Chi-Square: 8.445 . ‘
. Significance: .077 v \ "
Cell Count
Row% T . D
_-Column % >1000 500- . 250- 100- | <100 * - Business .
Total % 1000 499 2&9 . S totals
. yos 12 3 8 i o 7 50
24.00 6.00 © T16.00 T, 20.00 34.00
SR . 863 2.16 - 5.76 7.19 . 1223 35.97
 wm o & 8 8 1 21 8 .
. 44,94 8.99 6.74 15.73 23.60
. 76.92 72.73 42.86 58.33 55.26 !
28.78 5.76. 432 1007 15.11 84.03
\‘\.' . ,‘” ‘ R K
" 14iia 52 T 14 ‘24 38 139 b
totals o SN . Co-
37.41 7@» \ 10.07 " 17,27 2734 . 100,00
- t \‘ i h ) N
’ Significant differences were found when a chi square test was

.performed to determine whether there were any differences among business

. categories in their response to question.14. ii.@ - whether they thought their =
subordinates had a need.for training in problem solving. ‘and question 14.ii.f - a
subordinate need lorlrainlng in strateglc planning (p.<. 1) Service industries did

not indicate as slrong a need for. tralmng in problem solvlng (1 3%) as did the -
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: manutactunng (53%) and ﬁnanc:al-msurance-other categones (50%) (see Table
) o '20) Agaln, in question 14. ii f. a smaller percentage of service industnes felta '
S need for subordmate training in the area of strategic planning than did
. manutacturing (7%vs 33%) (see Table 21) ~

S Taez0 L -

L Contmgency Table resu!tmg from chi square analysns between business category
- . and topical area 14.ii.e.; subordlnate Jheed for training in problem solwng

, e Chl-Squm: 14.080 . , : T :
: ., Significance: .007 : " ~ '
, . CaellCount N ¥ ' -~
- Row % y - N T
Column%  sarvice transport, whole - financiat- manufact. Business
Total % retal . <. ins.& other " totals
P yos 2 . 6 7 8 32 82
. 7.02 10.53 12.28 14.04 56.14 :
288 . 432  5.04 . 5.7 23.02 - 58.99
no 26 . T 9 8 .28 57
) 3171 - 1341 10.98 14.04 34.15 B
86.67 647t , 5625 50.00 _ 46.67 . ~
18.71 7917 —, 647 —576 -20.14 41.01 '
: |
14.i.a 30 17 16 6 60 1%

21.58 1223 1151 1151 4317 100,00

. duestion 14.iii asked respondents to indicate in what areas they
thought universities should be oftering protes_s;ional development seminars (see
Table 22). Streteg?o planning‘and computer technology were the most frequently
oited toplc areas. bverall resp\)nse trequency for all topic areas listed in the .
questtonnaire wes high. None é» the toplcel or tun?ional areas was cited by less

.. than one third of the respondents
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v

Contingency Table resulting from chi square anaLysus betwe(en topicél aré/
J14.ii.f: subordinate need for training in sirateglc pianmng s

Chi-Square: 9.8500 — , N o
Signilicance: 0439,, . 4 . L '

Coli Count . ) N - ‘ C

Row % - . ’ . ’ Do

Column % 8orvice « transport. whole.: * financial- manufact. Business .
Total % ' "retal |, | ins.&octher . | ' .iotals (o

* yes 2 v 3 .2 .3 7 e ‘30° s
6.67, » 10.00 667 « 1000 66.67 . Lo

2.18 -1.44 2.18 1439 . 2158
. . « 4

14 4 13 .7 4 109
2569 7 1284 12.84 - 11.93 36.70
93.33 8235 * 8750 . 8125 88.67 , .
20.14 10.07 1007 - 935 28.78 78.58.

o ® . \
r

14.i.a 30 17 = 16 - 16 60 139 .
- fotals c o
21.58 1223 11.51 151 4317 100.00
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. ay
; Response frequency to Question 1 4,ilf: ln what areas do you think umversmes .
e shouldbeoffering professional development seminars : .
% . ' N, _ :Topicareas - ¥
"70% 97 -. - : Strategic planning . | e ‘
© U 70% 96 - . . Computertechnology’ _ .
"~ 58% - 80 Leadership trining o \ ‘ -
'85% / 77° ' .  Problem.solvihg o R
¢ 55% 76 . Written communication ' SN
- B5% 76 . " Time management ; . oo
51% Na! . Improving pmductivrty P - . .
. . 48% 66 Labour relatiéfis - S
T T 4B%, 66 " Oral communication L ) v 4
' 47% 65 © Stress mariagement - B ,
37% 51 -.Performance appraisals . " L i
12% - 16 . * Other . - T
Functional areas- - - T
57% 79 - . Legaland government relations _ "
55% . <76 - Marketing and sales . . . -
‘. '"-47%  -66 .. = .Administrative e ' o
o - 46% 64 . . “Research and development , s b e Y =t
45% " .62 . . Personnel ol R
43% ° 60 ° ‘Production - .- - . ' oy . T
" 41% : - 57- - Purchasing and materials PR S
.. ,- 3% .8 " . ' Finance and accounting, . L. -
0% - 14 Other \ : T -
o yoie -
\ ~ 4
- s

- The instm»m_ent was designed to gather data regarding who makesihe K -
declsions asto who attands extemaliy sponsored seminars and qonlerences a PN
Sub]eots were asked toidentify all those who were involved inthe: ~.° - s T

decislon-maklng process (see Table 23) Tha immediate super’visor wa&ithe most -
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. lrequently cited (53‘77 followed by the lndnvrdual (the subject hrmselt) (48%)
Thirty-one percent of the respondents cited a supenor other than the inmediate. ..
The human resource development training staff was cited by 21% of those who
completed the questionnaire while 7% indicated that the personnel department
played a role. Overall, decusnons seem to be made primanly by the lndlvlduals

themselves along with therr supenors o

i

“ EECE Table 23 o
= "y S ‘ NN “l
~ ) Response trequency to questron 9: Who makes decisions as to who attends ‘
- extemally sponsored semrnars and conlerences‘7 (check all that apply)
% ., N-, T responsuble \
m‘f:‘.sé% N 7 " immediate supervisor
¢ 48%'. 66 ' - the individual (myself) -
R e i 3% 43 ' . superiorother than immediate
‘ & 7. 21% 29 - . human resource davelopment staff |
, o " 7%. 0. - personnel depanment
i .t /,: 6%- ' 8 ' Othel' ‘
e : Statnstrcal analyses Wwere oonductedato determme whether the level of

L deCrsron -making was the same among all management levels representlng
- vanous business categories and sizes, and among the various population
- S _ subgroups Stgnificant dutterences were found when cross tabulation was
e lpettormed between those who checked off lmmedlate supervisor” and all four
- ; l\vanable categories listed above. That is, respondénts from different management
T levels, different population subgroups, and various busmess categories and ¢
stzes responded drtlerently (p.<.1). "f’ '
T j, v 1 " The higher the management level, the less dependent the lndrwdual
e vWas on the rmmedrate supervisor for decision-making regarding who should
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' "attend extemally-sponsored seminars (seeTabIe 24) A stmtlar pattern emerges

with business slze Efnployees of |arger companies tend to rely more on thetr
'Immediate supervisor for dectsion-makmgjn this area: 29% in companies with
- fewer than 100 employees as opposed to 73% in oompanies with more than . -
1000 employees (see Table 25). In examining the contingency table-resuttmg

from the cross tabulation of this question with the various populatlon subgroups

we discover that former participants are twrce as likely to depend on their
immediate supervisor than are non-former participants (71 % vs. 35%). When the
question was cross tabulated with various business categones it becomes: L
evident that manufacturing industries rely more on their immediate supervusors ;
than do wholesale and retail industries. (67%vs. (31%‘) S v

. R )
. \
.. . i .
. L .
. - \ + P
' . LN o "
. i - ! R
- ‘4 '
A

Table 24

Contingency Table resylting from chi square analysis between mana‘geme:n't'-
level and question 9.a: decision making by inimediate supervisors .-,

- 3

Chi-Square: 8.205 _ L. .
Significance: 0,042 . . -
Cell Count . oL -~ : |
Row % - o S Management
Column% ~  Supervisory = Middle Senior Other. - level '
Total % . , z ) ‘ . totals
yes - L8 . '~ 28 33 4 ‘ 73 R
CF . 1098 -38.36 4521 - 548 . %
, . 8T8 Y, 2014 23.74 288 52.52
4 13 3 AN 68
RN 608, .-, 1970 65.15 9.00 .. ' .
3 .7 3333, AT 56.58 80.00 . - -
LT 288 - 9.35 30.94 422 47.48 -
-l .
% . 12 . & " 78 .10 139 ‘
l mh ‘~ o :. : ’::v'
- < ., 883" 2050 5468 719 - 7. 10000
4 . - . : -
. e i

Gy
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‘Table2s . T
Contingency Table resulting from chi square analysis between business size and
o question 9.a: decision making at the supervisory leval - T '
N . R

Chi-Square: 18.493 ) Lo

Significance: .001 . . ' , _ e
c.nmum P 5 v “ ,§ -_\‘;’ ‘n fv ¢ . .(‘4 L‘
Fow % ! ] T s < -
Column % >1000 $00- 250-° , 100- <100 Business e ‘
Total% © 1000 . 499 2491 L ol v, :
h L, ) l‘ § . ; - ..'/ .
yes v 38 , 4 7 ?13 1" 73

L. 5205 " 548 . '9.59 1781, 1507, o
' 2734, - 288 . 504 .93} . 791 ' s2s2. .
w4 7 7T

2121 10.61 10617 1667 . 4091 | IR
2692, 63.64 5000 . 4583

. I
10.07 " 5.04 504 781 | (1842
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The various business ,a'igﬁe categories res:ponded differently with
respect to all aspects of this question/When asked it:the;human resource training
department and the personnel debanment played a fole in deciding who
attended extemalry-spo'hsored saminars and conferences, a distinct and easily
expla]nable pattem emerges. Reliance on these depanments wes greater with
larger companies since the likelihood of companies. nevmg traimng or personnel
depanmems increases wnh company size. :

When asked i! the individual (the respondem hlmself) was involved in
- deciding this issue, firm size was again a sagmﬁeant tamor (Table 25). No

~ “gxplanation could be found however, for the discrepency between firms of
100-249 employees and those wrth 250-499 employees (29% vs. 71% who
indicated that they were involved) . T )

. Toincrease the usetulness of the data obtained from Question 9, the
fesponses were recoded lp allow for seven posslble options which indiéate to
what extent combinations of choices | were depended upon (see table 28). it
appears that personnel and human resource departmems play a small role on
their own when it comes 10 dedding who sh0uld attend extemally sponsored
seminars or conferences. The ingmdual and his/her supervnsor figure more

prominently.
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Table 28

Recoded response frequency to Question 9: Who makes dec:sions asto who
‘attends éxternally-sponsored seminars and conferences.

% N responsible s
7% 51 either one or two supervispry levels up. .
22% 30 individual (the respondent himself) ’ g
12% 17 a combination of the individual and a supervisor
12% 16 a combination of the individual, a supervisor and
) either the personnel or human resources department.
6% 6 the personnel and/or the human resource department
2% 3 the individual and either the personnel or human

resource department.

100% - 123 total

/

Question 21 asked the subjects to indicate which were the most
important sources for obtammg information on educational seminars. As
illustrated in Table 29, the most frequently cited media were brochures/direct man
(77%) 1ollowed by personal calls (70%). The least |mportant were newspapers -
(22%)_ '

s A —
.

Table 29

= Reseonse frequency to Question 21: What are the most imporant sources for « )
‘ obtaining information on educational seminars (check all that apply).

o~

% N  soues
i
7% 107 + brochures/direct mail i
70% 97 personal calls ‘ ‘ .
33% 45 magazines/trade journals . ‘
- 32% 44 recommendations from other training professsonals
- 26% 36 recommendations from other members of my company
22% 31 newspaper adds
1% 2 other ‘
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Chi square analyses were performed o test if responses for the two
most frequently cited sources (brochures and personal calls) were consistent
across business categories and sizes, and among various management levels.
No statistically sigmficant ditferences were found \

_Subjects were asked what time would be best to attend a professional
| development seminar. Seventy percent indicated they preferred weekdays
whereas 18% /nducated evenings and 13% preferred weekends. -  °
Statistical analyses were performed to verify whether there were any
differences among various business sizes and categories, and among different
managem‘ent\ levels. Significant differences were found using size as a factor
(see Table 30). Preference for evening sessions was very low except among
industries with fewer than 100 employees. Thirty-seven percent. of the
respondents from companies with fewer than 100 employees preferred evenmg
sessions while only an average of 12% of employees from ogher companies
. preferred this time period. ®
r When asked to choose the most convgnient‘day of'the week, 62% of
the respondents indacatod midweek, while 23% opted for Monday. and only 16%
" for Friday. No statistically significant differences were found among subgroups.
' The most convenient months of the year were February (43%) and
~ March.(38%). The least popular months were July (11%) and August (10%) (see
Table 31). No differences were found among subgroups
' o Seventy-eight percent of those who responded to qusshon 11 oiu
| indicated that they would prefer seminars to be offered off site arti 22% percent \
‘Indicated a preference for on-site seminars.
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Table 30

_Contirigency Table resutting from chi square analysis between business size
r: and question 10: time preference

5

Chi-Square: 14.947 . .

Significance: 0.021 i
|
Call Count -
Row % < .,
Column %
To(al% . > 1000 250-1500 100-249 <100 totals
weekday . 41 18 17 20 96
‘ 21 1875 1n . 2083
78.85 72.00 73.91 52.63 .
. 29.71 13.04 12.32 14.49 69.57
weskend . 7 ;.3 4 L4 18
. | 20489 - 1667 22.22 222
oo 1346 12.00 17.39 10.53
S, ¢ sor 27 2.90 2.90 13.04
evenings 4 i 4 2 14 24
e 16,67 - 1667 an 8833
' 769 ' ©  16.00 8.70 36.84 v
P, 290 i 290 Y 1.45 10.14 17.39
Question , o
10 © 52 . .25 23 38 138
totals - < o
37.68 . 1812 16.67 27.54 100.00

The most productlve time penod chosen by 42% of the subjects was a

. X two-day séssnon Thurty-four percent preferred one-day sessuons sixteen-percent .
' 3 preferred half-day sessuons with only 5% indicating a preference for longer

sessnons (see Table 31). Slgmr cant differences were. found when achi squafe

\

' test was ‘performed using preferred seminar lengih and company size as two.
vanables (see Table 32). On average, only 15% of companies V with 1ewer g\an

1000 employees opted for two-day seminars whereas 53% of respondents *;

t

- representmg companies of more than 1000 employees chose lwc-day seminars
An opposute pattem emarges when respondents were asked if they prefen'ed

v “ half- day seminars, On average, 15% of those representing compenles wnh more .;;

i

h o
' ' |-
. . 1
|

]
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than 100 employees preferred half—day seminars whereas 55% of the

respondents from companies with fewer than 100 emp!oyees preferred these \
| shorter sessions. (see Table 33). ( . -

\ : | Table 31

Response frequency to question 11.ii.: What would be the most
\ convenient time of the year?

¢ T % month '
\ o 43% February ‘ 3 :

1 : . S . '38% March v

B o ; | 35% .October -

- ' ¢ “i. 33% . -January S S
L - \ . 3%  November \

1

PRI A

A - = N

- 30% ° April L

_ 29% - September ~ - 1!

R ¢
. \ .
f 3
’ oy HEEER
" 1% July .1 R
S SR ; 1§ Ve vt |t I
O R i 10%  CAugust | "0 bk
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Table 33
Contmgency Table resumng from chi square anatysus between business size and
C : question 12 preterence for time period .

cv{ssqom: 23.339
Significances: .005
Cell Count . ’ ' s .
Row% ' A _ ' .
Column % : . : A . | g .
Total % > 1000 250-1000 '100-249 | <100 totals , \ \ R
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< twodsy 31 7 T E—) , o
. E4s 1207 18.97 1552 I

85.96 ; 2017 5238 26.47-

;
- [N
R 24.60 5.56 8.73 714 A(s.oe\H _ : \ [
: ' ~ oy
chedry T 8 WA R S B B
i o238 ., - 304)T 1239 2826 - L - - A
. . 2340 - 5833 3816 38.24 S L N :
+ 8.73 . 11.11 835 1032 ,  -'3681 | - fil { K
\ R . < . i -:; X ‘; 4‘ t‘ i'\ .:
S ham-day .. 5 . 3 .2 ‘ 12 R \; ’
u e W ® 213 1364 - - 208 . B4.58 — ‘ ‘ - B R B
Lz C 10.64 1250 | 952 35.29 SRR PR 0 A Y I
st 397" 238 - 1.59° ‘952 174801 0 L B
] 1“ 1 i . . , . ) , \ . "I L) y .‘ ‘ : i‘l . ““
* Question, ..47+ 24 . 21 L 34 . 128 ol
A " 12 \ . - : . o . - VT ) i i \ . l\‘ \‘
- 4 > ¢ | . .t P LR AW i
© totals 37.30 26.98 16.67 2698 - 10000 n o o ]‘ \\ \[N S
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. Question {hineen asked If you were to amehd h universlty

., seminar, whueh of'the 1ollowmg formats wouild you prefer? (check all that abply)
. Seventy- eigm percent chose workshops 58%. Indicated spedﬂc problem cinﬂos. \

v % Jegsthan ha (4293,) wan;ed leCtures; mmy-four percent opted for worklng with a '\ L

consultant; qnd only 9%’ wished for Sen-dinected. selj-stqdy prog?ams (see Table \ ‘\ Vo \

. 34) Clearly, hands-on type formats (wwkshops. and clinics) were 1avoured more ; S\'; Loy

l : Y v
, than othérs No signifcant diﬂerenoes were iound between the\vanous \ SR

i

A \ P
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Table 34

nse freduency to question 13: If you were to attend a university-sponsored
v i lniar which of the following formats would you prefer? (check all that apply)
% {\\ ) % N format . /\
i L
Lo e i 78% 109 workshops
s i.\le z‘ K‘z\' 50% 70 . specific problém clinics
L P It 42% 59 lectures “
AR P !, 34%. 47 - working with a consultant N
. .‘Uxi‘"-l ' \f:.f.: \ oy 9% 13, self-directed, seﬂ-study programs “y
- "ﬁ‘l:. ‘, \ % i" ‘ i 1% 2 other
U % I W S S :
. \ R T Q@ ) '
Yoy "

! - :
! N oo
, 1o 1 v - )
b s b -
oo P 51 )
- 4y -
{ i P
i
Lo

Responden!s were askad fo mdpcate who they would prefer fo see )
L \ Maad a universﬂy-sponsored seminar Sixty-one peroent prefered a well known

L \ Canadlan business-person 53% mentioned a university fat:ulty -member. A

-

H

; weu-kmwn local buslness person was favoured by 50% of the- respondents while
o 1y 18% indicatqd a preference\ for an American business person (seeTable 35).

. Chi square tests were performed to determine'if there were any.
o ; signlﬁcant differences between various subgroups. Statnsneally signircam -

3

P !

\

‘dafferenoes were recorded when company size was used as a factor. Smaller

T e,
. -

i oompanies with fewer than 100 employees tended to prefer faculty members,
,"‘1 A -‘ v muchless {han dnd largercompanies wnh more than 100 amployees (sée Tab
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Response frequenc& to questmn 15: Who would yOu like 10 see lead a
uawersrty-sponsorad semmar? (check all that apply)
b -7 % N - seminarleader ' ° |

-.3 . . N « ot
'

. B61% ' 85 '  well-known Canaduan busmess person
, ., 53% 74 . ' university faculty member.
, .1 50% 70 - waell-known local business person .
© . 39% " 541  internationally-known business person
;' 24% 33 . author of a best-selling business book
18%: 256 -~ American busmess person R
4% 5 other - - "

SR s , ; L
- ' A t f
1% -1 noone x ‘ o :
2 - ' s ' ' N ; ) 1t
Y ) ¢ 4 .
N r .
1 ) ’ \
.

L i Table 36 | \ -
' , } Yoo . ' ' ‘] . . 1‘ D . .
Contingency Table resulting from i:hl 'square analyis between business size‘and

question 15.a:preference, to hear a faculty member
> . . \ s ‘I ' 4 ‘r i

Chi-Square: 17.310 . o - ‘ !
Significance: .002 . N . : , . .\
" Cell Count K R ( "_ , \ =
Column%  >1000 500- 250- . 100~ <100" Business
Total % 1 1000 499 249 o totals
yos ¥ - 5 . 9 13 w0 7

49.32 8.85 . 1233 1787 | 1470

. £9.23 - 4845 £84.29 8417 2832

25.90 . 360 8.47 935 719 5282
no 18 8 5 1w . -28. 68

24.24 1909 - 758 . 1887 - 4242 -

30.77 5455 . 3571 4583 . 7388 .

11.51 . 432 3.60 9 . 2004 47.48 )
15.0 82 "no 14 - 24 . 38 1139

. totals _ ' . , i '
37.41 7.91 4007 - 1727 7 27.34 - 100.00
.. 4 N N ;
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N Sub]ects were asked whai they vnouid find or, rouqd usaful in attandmg
- U O
PR P \univarsity seminarsandoonferenoes Seventy-six peroent indrcated that getirng,
T . Up-to-dae information wasionnamand 70% responded that interacting with iy
oo ! managers inom other firms ‘was yseful. 0verall both aspects seam to be. _ S
' ' imponant Fias nses did ot differ signifcantly acfoss subgroups , ST
P \ L L
. ' programs (semihars or oonierenoes) result in some type of university credrts .
Ce N Whereas 44% indicated fhatit was not important (see Table 36). Oyerall it o
i v appears that obtaining credits plays an insignificam role in attending university . o
4 . ‘seminarsand. oonferences SR 7 . " .
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| Fiesponse frequency to Question 22 How rmponant isit that univorsrty programs
" < T (semmars and oonferences) result i in some type of university qedrts"
| - % . N response - L :
- S+ % .48% 61 - “notimportant R
" B " ,33% ... 450 . - somewhalt important ‘ ‘
) { : ) T20% v 27 very important
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. - questlonnarres were returned representlng a response rate of 11 4%,
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Thls study set out to gather informatlon uselul to the Concordia Centre
lor Management Studtes an organlzation set up 1o provide a link between the
unlverslty and: the buSlness communrtw The channel for such an assoolatlon has
: lmostly baen in the form of unlversity sponsored seminars and conferences --

\deslgnedto train and develop professionals in the Canadian business
commumty In order to increase.the effectiveness of this system, a needs
* assessméht prolect was undertaken by the author A questlonnal’re wds
developed based on existing Irterature pretested revrsed and then mailed to
1218 ﬁrms m the Montreal reguon Four distinct. populatlon groups were

. represented 1) the Montreal business community 2) lormer delegates to CCMS

5 serl'rlnars and oenlerenoes 3) members of The Montreal Trarhing Group; 4)
: members o‘l the CCMS Board, ot Dlrectors One hundred and thlrty -nine

The data gathered through these questlonnalresfwere analyzed and

o the results were outlrned in the ﬂndlngs section. A discussion will now be
S presented in the form ol a summary of these results followed by -
: .reoommendatlons as to how this' mlormatlon may be used to lmprove the 0verall

i

: eﬂectlveness of CCMS as a system speclﬁcally With respect lo lts semlnars and
- conferences. - 3 R

The first question asked was a systemlc one What is the ,buslness

persons' attitude toward unlverslty lnvolvement in trammg? The respopses were
 quite favourable: the study found that the majority of psople thought that * .7

unlversltles should in taotbeactjve lnthlsdomaln © N

A popularly cited reason forthese favourable attltudes wasg? notlon
that unlversities have desirable resouroes and facllities, and are up-to date Wlth

F oo ,.‘

N
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) /7 useful information. Additionally, universities were said to be equipped to provide
good bastcé‘to businesses. On the other hand, few people thought that attendmg
such semlnars would a?.ftually increase the prestige of businesses, nor did 9.

~. respondents believe that offering seminars and conterenceé‘ would necessarily
be a good public relations tool for the university. ‘Ik

~ The most tmponant reason for such Wrable attitudes lies in the

beliet that sugh an association would provide the opportunity to interact and
exchange experiences among the various participants. In fact, this notion came _
up repeatedly in the survey and was frequently cited in the literature review (e.g.,
Broderiek 1982). Interestingly, when participants wére asked what they‘would
ﬁnd useful in attending university.seminars, almost an equal number cited ,
"interacting with other managers” as did "getting up-to-date information (76% vs.
70%). - S
" One might therefore conclude that universities are viewed as being

‘ "neutral territory”, attracting professionals from a wide variety of businesses.
‘ln-ttouse training, on the other hand, might suggest a tttore contrived, restrictive,
and institution-serving technique. It'is curious to note that when the value of
:tnteract[gn was submitted to stati‘stieal comparison among four subpopulations,
those who were experienced with CCMS (former participants and directors) felt
far more strongly in favor of this attribute than non-participants. it would seem

" then, that attending CCMS seminars does in fact:provide for the highly desirable
feature of enabling irtteractton with other managers. Those who have never

.' attended don't acknowledge thts advantage as readily. CCMS might do well,

; "then to stress not only the seminar content and speaker but also to highl:ght
" this feature of imeractien with others

T | By far, the' most frequently dted disadvantage of universities in terms .

P T at thelr involvement with industry isthat_faculty may not have field or practical

o g 1 expedence This perception was held by 67% of) those who responded to the
o \\ .8urvey and agaih was trequently\cited in the ltterature reviewed. This belief may
L or may not be well-founded but it ers seem to be ﬁrmly entrenched. CCMS does

1




not rely heavily on faculty to Iead its seminars, but tums instead to protesslonal
consultants and authorities in the field. This would help relieve the common
phobna of seminars lead by facuity who have no practical background, but it also
distracts from the Centre's mandate to provide a channel of communlcatlon
between faculty and busipes/sﬂ'l‘here appears to be a conflict in- noals with
respe;n to this issue. —. -7

# : oAl

Another major focus of this research was to identify potential users of
professional developihent seminars. Only 4% of the respondents indicated that
they would not consider CCMS. to provide training ééminars for triair firm. Two
thirds indicated that they would whlle the remainder couldn't say. The potential
market seems qune large but attempts at namowmg it down by mar‘lagement
level, business size or category were unsuooessful Eighty percent of former
participants, however, did indicate that they would consider CCMS seminars as
opposed to 60% of those individulas who had never-attended. It appears that

. CCMS could (and in fact does) depend on its former clients to participate in new

seminars. The results also speak waell of the quality of the seminars, as most
former attendees would return. Conclusions, however, must be carefully drawn,

" as itis likely that many (perhaps a larger proportion) of the non-respondents were

not satisfied with the seminars, and chose not to "waste their time*" fanswedng the

‘questionnaire.

When asked why respondents had not attended CCMS seminars,
39% indicated that they didn't have time td attend and another third indicated
that thay were not interested in the programs offered. This might pro'vige aclue
that perhaps CCMS should be expanding into new topic areas to attract a larger
client base. Only 10% mentioned that they found the seminars too expensive and
8% preferred a competitor's seminar. Therefore, neither the price nor competition
seem to be major factors influencing the decision to attend CCMS seminars.
Aithough Concordia should be closely monitoring McGill's activities in the field of

\
1
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business seminars, they need not look upon them as a threat. -

1. M N
b ~ . o P
ts + ' -

- The next ma;or research question was: "What types of proiessional
,development seminars would likely te atterded?" It was not posslble to-clearly
ldentlfy any arbas in which buslnesses were tuming away from a-reliance on
in-house training and moving toward a dependenoe on others. When asked to _
cite in which areas they perceived a personal need for tralinrng and/or
development, strategic planning was cited by just over 50% of the respondents
while two other main topical areas, Computer technology and Time management
were chosen by more than one third. In the tunctional areas, Finance and
Aooountlng was the most frequently ctted Statlstically significant diﬂerances
waere found between the need for computer technology training among vanous
: managé"ment positions. Supervisory- -level ma‘nagement personnel indicated

' '
t . I
'

. more of a need in this field than did Middle and Senior. management Clearly, |t ‘
- CCMS orpts to market programs in computer technology they should not depend
. -~on the senior management market segment. ‘ :

Respondents waere asked 1o cite subordinate needs for training and/or -,
'development Improving productivity, leadership training, problem solving, time .
management, written, and oral communication: were the most irequently selected -
topic areas. CCMS mighit want to oonslder these areas if they are: no/already part
of the curriculum. Specifically, the need for written communication was more.
frequently expressed among medium-sizéd companies (100-500 employees)
than among smaller and larger oompanies The need tor oral communication '
skills was not as important in larger oompanies (more than 500 employees) as it
was in smaller companies. The need for problem-solvmg skills was most

- irequently cited in the business categones of manufacturing, and financial-

insurance & other than it was in all others - most notably service industries in
which a responee frequency of only 13% was recorded.
When asked in what areas universities should be involved with

> 70
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, trammg. stratogic plahning and oomputer technology again headed the list with a
70% response rate. All categones. however, were popular with at least one third
of the respondents Thus, it seems evndent that all topic areas are open to
unnversity tnvoTvement |n regards to traming yet strategic planning and computer
technology are two areas ‘which: ware often mentioned not only in terms of where
universities could-be mvolved, hut also wherg respondents perceived a 'strong.

-——----—personal need. The cantre should examine these two topic areas closely.

{ !Sﬂﬂll ’Mam‘ﬁflﬂﬂ Q lBIQ[mﬂ.flﬂrﬂ.‘ ' : o
. One research area that yielded conclusive is the issue-of
decision-making regarding -who should attend university-sponsored seminars.
This question was quite significant in that it provided information concemning to
whom promotional material shoufg be sertt. Results were in line with other’
| research cited in the litéerature review where personnel departments and human
resource development staff played insignificant roles in the decision making
o precess (e.g., Employea Training in America, 1986). Higher levels of
" management along-with the mdlvndual in questuon were the main actars in
deciding who should attend external semmars Subsequently CCMS should
~ target |ts dnrect mallnng campatgns 1o these individuals. and not necessarily 10 the
perspnnel or trammg departments. If sent to HRD departments CCMS should
request that the mformat'on be appropnatety disseminated.
As might be expected, resutts indicated that the higher management
levels were less dependent on their sdpenors for approval as to who atten
. external seminars. Likewise, respondent‘s fromismaller organizations with fewer
o than 100 employees were Iess dependent on their immediaté supervisors than .
were respondents from larger orgamzatuons with,more than 1000 employees.
Manutactunng industries also rated demsnon makmg by their $upenors more than
~did all other busnness categories.
, Whils it has been confirmed that pmmouonal material shoulqabe
directed to upper management and to the target audience themselves there stnll
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romains the issue of which mod:um is best susted for the pb The most :mportant
sources for obtaining information’ on oducatnonal seminars werb brochures/dnrect
mail and personal calls - both selocted twioe as often as any other meduum
CCMS already relies heavily on direct mailing as the primary means of )

Wt
¥

g advertising its programs. To supplement this, 1‘16 Centre should consnder makmg -

-

to determine the faasubnluty of this approach. | / 5
- iﬁ -
>  Practical Considerati y
' ’ . Data analysis indicated that the majonty of respondems would prefer
“ seminars to be held d fing the midweek and during the day Febtuary and March
were the most popula nths to attend seminars and July and August were the
least popu!ar Theseé findings were quite wodctable in that many busmesses
cioso down and omployoos vacation during the summer momhs CCMS should".
donslder the months of ?-'ebruary and March over others for seminars requmng 8

-

Lo large nqihber of participants while the months of December, May, June, July arid'

August should be avoided )

. . Three quarters of the sample preferred off-site seminars whereas

0 on-site geminars ware less popular. One can hypathesize. that, as cited in the
' )erature review, off-site seminars were proformd by businesses because the

. participants would not be as easily distracted, and also because it enabled them '

use of personal calls to potantial clients. Of course, cost will be a dec:ding{actor .

;;5.

T tomoctwnhpoershomotmfbusinoms' -
) o - Ono unexpected finding was that more pamapams preferred two-day ‘

seminars than oneoday sessions while a small porcemage opted for longer
 sessions. Most CCMS seminars are presenlty one-day affairs and although
moral olhor pmaical considerations must bg considered (contem speaker
LI abioclmtmrctc)CCMSmiomdf'mlHolookimotheposslbimof}wo-day
sessions. S . .
Major dmnncu were found wﬂh respect tc bqgth preference when
budma size was inoduced asa tactor. Proleronco for. short half-day sea’stons

-

L4
N ’ ) - I
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was very low except among smaller companies with fewer-than 100 employees.
Fifty-five percent of small companies preferred shorter sessions suggesting that

'thosp tirms with fewer than 100 employees might be entrepeneurial-type firins

whoée.management can ill-atford too much time away from the firm's day-to-day
activities. CCMS, in designing programs for smaller business, should consider
thesg

nstraints and respect this difference when promoting general programs.
e panicular interest to educational technologists eegaged in design
producnon were the questions which related to seminar format preference.
No drﬂerences were 1ound among sub-groups.The majority favoured workshops
and six out of ten wished for specific problem climcs it would seem that there is

:a need for hands-on type programs that are specmcally action-oriented. Business

people dadn‘t want self-study | programs, nor did they indicate a strong preierence

for Iectures They want to participate, not observe. \

Two implications emerge 1rom these results. First, even though the lnnk

“withr academia is viewed favourably, the 'most frequently’ usezd instructional format

in the umversny setting, lectures, should probably be avoided. If faculty are used
‘as mstructors their selection shou\d in large part be determined by their ability fo -
effectively utnluze alte' native. teachmg strategies. In fact, action-oriented strategies
require greater appiication of the “real world", as they most often employ case
studies or problerns wnlr which the participants can associate. Giving a lecture on
practical experiances probably does not ring as true. This leads to the second
point. Instructional designers of seminars would be well advnsed 10 use strategies
such as simulations/games, role play, or any of a number of small group
actmtles. The training literature is replete with successful strategies of this type -
strategles which are often nat covered in academic programs. If such strategies
were lnoorporat;d into the design of seminars as dictated by CCMS, and it
faculty we;e required to use them, it is hypothesized that the participants’
perception of lecuhy as instructors would improve dramatically. This approach

-would‘also help overcome the discrepency between using desirable instructors

and yet mamte.inmg a link with the unwersny

) ‘ih ' E
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Perhaps an obvious conclusion of an educational technologist is that
both the above goalsnmigm best be accomplished by using an educational
technologist to assist in the design of the seminars. The need for such design and
implementation guidance may only be temporary, as instructors, once facile at -
using these strategies, would be able to design additional seminars
independently. Only new instructors would require assistance. An alternative and
probably better model would be to use the instructional expert in the design of all
seminars to the extent fpasible so that depéndenoe on certain charismatic
individuals is reduced. éroup interaction reduces the need for instructor
showmanship, and in fact increases the effectiveness from a learning standpoiht.

When the sample was asked to indicate whom they \;vould like to s‘ee,
lead a university-sponsored seminar, more chose a well-known Canadian
business person over a unlveréity faculty member; 'Americans and even
internationally- known speakers were not as popular as local talent. Montrealers
saem to prefer Canadians over all othars Thisis an important point for CCMS

- which has bqen relying heavily on American consultants to lead their seminars.

Canadian business peop)e are either not interested in, or not as familar with
these speakers as thay would be with local people whom they recognize and
respect. The Centre should shift its reliance on Americans and focus instead on
buiiding a resource-base of Canédian speakers.

When various sized compames were compared with respect to
preference for instmctors significant duﬂerences were again found between |
smaller companies and those with more than 100 employees. A small portion of

. the smaller companies preferred to hear faculty mémbers as opposed to twice

as many of the larger companies. Do smaller firms have less confdence in, or

" need for, academics? it would seem so - and CCMS should respect their

pfeference for practitioners when catering to the needs of this market segment.
Finally, when the issue of university credit was brought up, the

majority of respondents felt that it was not an important consideration in deciding

whethbr or not to attend university seminars. Only twenty-percent felt it was very
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important. CCMS shoukd continue with their not-for-credit format unless the
market for credit-oriented seminars expands.

3

Lot
t \

A synthosls follows proposing major conclusions and recommendatlons

re
!

. lormulated lrom the results of the study. Issues of both the needs assessmanl and

smphcallons lOr semmar desugn (instructionally) are llslod :

;o ,\ . :

1) Favourable attaludes exist toward the prospect of unlversuty involvement in
provldmg protesslonal development training semlnars The primary reason for

. lhls perobpllon is ll'le belnel that universities pmMe a forum for interaction among
‘ various businesses and thelr managers. CCMS should continue developing and

promoting programs gunded by thls fundamenlal goal . ‘

1

.. 2) A strong negallve perception exisls concerning the practical credibility of .

i {university faculty; professors are commorily viewed as lacking practical
" exparience. Given the fact that CCMS does not depend greatly on university staff
to lead its seminars, this should not prove to be too oroat a hazard.

i

3) However, since CCMS does not rely heavily on university staff to load
seminars and coriferences, this may detract from the original mandate of
providing a link between the university and business community. With the

_ Centre's reliance on Am'erican speakers yvlio makae the circuit of North American

universities, CCMS acts meraly as an agent for externally-produced concepts’
and ideas. The Centre should focus some more-of its energy on developing its
own programs, making use ol its own expertise. This may involve the active
participation of an educatlonal technologist. Furlhermore the Montreal market
seams to prefer local business celebrities over amponed speakers. ’
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. ‘4) The Momreal market for CCMS program% is extensive and attempts at ﬁndmg

a specltlc market niche yielded inconclusive results.. Clearly lormer participants

! area good source of cllents lortuture programs CCMS ‘may, with tlme develop \t

 its own regular establlehed cllentele who return for new programs and make
‘referrals to peers This is the case with McGlll unlversrty who have been actwe in
this busmess for a longer perlod of tlme L X '

cet
\
v

) A large portron ol those surveyed mentioned that they had not attended CCMS ‘
seminars because they were not lnterested in the prdgrams ollered CCMS must
closel_y momtor the needs of rts market and develop appropnate programs , ;

.
N !
l ‘, l

‘ 6) Pnclng is ndt a lactor which has dtscouraged partlctpatlon ln lact the htgh oost

ofits programs. fay be an eflectuve marketmg strategy A hlgh pnce is often o
associated with a hagh~qualrty product ‘ L .

1

management levels) are two areas in which a strong percerved need was

- recorded Other popularly clted areas were lmprovmg productlvrty leadershup

tralnlng. problem solving, especially arnéng manulacturlng and
llnanclalolnsuranoe firms; time management and written and oral com;numcatnon
espe‘clally in smaller companies wlth fewer than 500 employees

X o
8) An organlzat‘v s perQonnel and human resource development staffl play an
lnslgnlllcant role in determining who should attend semlnars and conlerences
CCMS should direct its promotlonal mateﬁal to the potenti’al clients themselves
and to thelf superiors )

9) Direct 'rnalllng. and porsond calls should be the principal media usedto ,
disseminate information regarding CCMS programs. , - . o4
/R S
“ o .
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- /} By design of programs which take tHe professionals’ leaming’ styles into
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10) Semrnars should be offered dunng the mrdWeek and ddnng the day. The o
months of February and Mar\:h werethe most popular Whereas D embpr May.
June July and August\are not desrreble \ C Ei o - ' \ - |

Y

14 i
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) : ' \ g . . vl

\‘ N , ! 4 )

\ '

11) Oﬂ srte semrnars were pretarred over on-ssre semmars CCMS should o \.\
" oontmue to hOld its programs in locatrons such* as hotel oonrerence moms and on .
- Unrversrry premrses . A T T

| | R L
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12) Two-day semrnars on rhe whole were preferred to! one~day seSSrons CCMS Lo
- should consrder the possibrhty of oﬂenng Ionger programs providmd the format I B
speaker and subjecr mauer lend ihemselves to such an arranbement Half-day
: ’1\ ~ seminars were favoured by firms wrth fewer than 100 emplbyees Thrs ‘
preterence should be consndered when tar|0nng programs to surghe needs of 1 \ N
smallerbusmesses N . o . . '\ L
S 13} 6verall hands-on-type Wor‘kshops and speciﬁ‘c problem clinics were - : \ L
[ .
favoured. CCMS should design programs with this feature in mind. CCMS might
l'do vrrell to engage tha services of an educatronal technologrst to assist in the
consideration. o
| e 14) Because business people frnd interaction with peers to be almost as
“ important as gettmg up~to-date information, small group work and workshops
',should be emphasized. A more intimate classroom settrng would allow forthe '
opponunrty to get to know each other and share e"‘ltpenences : '}"\ S
15) CCMS should strongly consider shifting its reliance on American WN
and focus on promoting local expertise. Respondents to the survey indicateda
preference for Canadian and local business people over their American )
counterparts. The majority of smaller firms did not opt 1or‘.faculty members to lead
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16) Potentra\ sem,mar pamc:pants don‘t netessarily look for programs that offer
university credrts tn tact a mmonty of respondents found this option an |mportant
'teature. OCMS should contmue to offer non-credtt programs unless market needs
mducate otherwuse -

-

t 17) The data pomt to the fact that perhaps sernlnars and conferences are-not
necessanly the best means of providing a Ilnk betweeri the university and busmess
commmunity. Smce business people indicated ‘a preference for business
professionals to lead seminars and because CEMS relies heavily on non- tacutty

- personnnel to conduct its programs the opportunity for contact between faculty as

representattves of the university and business people is not realized. The umversuty
profits merely as an agent Aponsonng seminars led by non-umversuty personnaet.

1 .
18) To remedy the difemna of point 17 and still maintain the popular well-known
speakers brought in from the outside, CCMS might encourage a collaborative
'arrangement where faculty members work with the practicing professionals in

t desrgning top- quallty programs. In this way, faculty, acting as subject-matter

experts would provide valuable input and could h%lp lead seminars along with the..

‘ top—bullmg practicing professionals. Participation on the part of faculty, it is hoped,

.
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oonferences fit into the Iarger- picture? Answers to these questions
. may be achieved by conducting & more global n‘eeds assessmept - what

- .\ would "extend the frontiers of knowledge" called for by Maxwell & Currie (1984).

™
5

19) Now that CCMS has focused on the specific goal of providing quality seminars

and conte}ences it should take a step back to examine the brﬁder manbate of
strengthemng the relatronship betweep the faculty and the business community.
How can thts goal best be achieved? Where do the media of semirtars and

-

v .

_— s 78
. .

L} ’ 1 . .

N . . v, . -



Kaufman & English (1979) refer 10 as an Alpha-level énquiry. .
" Limitations and Future Research & N t
This survey collected data in one speciﬂc geographical Iocatipn at
. one specific point in tarhe To a great extent many ol the ﬁndmgs presented in thls
study- coincide with conclusions drawn in similar Amencart research Reallzlng
this, the researcher may bestempted to stop here - the polnt has been proven |
. management training needs are in fact umversal One cannot be so hasty, .. *’% '
~however in drawnng such immediate, conclusuons $ubt|etles do exlst and the "
_ university and. busmess community, and their relatnonshlps \mth each other, are
always changing. Given this, and because CCMS continually oﬂers programs LN
: several distinct geographical areas, itis recommended that the Centre o ‘ " -
,continually malntam a needs analysls pnogram . . ' L '\:l
To compliment an on-going sytemattc needs assessment project .
CCMS should develop-a more sophisticated formative-evalyatior system for its q | e
specific seminars. With the help of a qualmed educational technolognst a |
N well—deslgned post-seminar evaluation form could be developed measunng not
only satlstactlon but, more importantly. the leammg process itself. Subsequent to
program pamclpatuon evaluatlon prooedures might also be carned out in the
workplace atter an elapsed time penod. Although the teasnbnllty of such a project
is prohibitive, and actual learning’ would be difficult to quantify, the exercise oot
would prove invaluable to CCMS. ' ' . ' ‘
° Linitations with respect to the sample used'in thls study must be
addressed Although the data obtained in this study are derlved from a relatively
large number of respondents (139), thosa who' partlclpated constituted a smalil.
portion of the total population which was randomly sampled (11.4%). As with all
o voluntary questionnaires, there exists an unfortunate bias regarding the types of
' people who respond. The study gathered information only from those individuals
* who had consented to respond. It is llkely that these individuals held more
. Tavourable attitudes toward the institution in question than did those who did not -

‘
b
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oooperate leen thls relatively low response rate generalizations made to the
entire business communlty must be carefully drawn. - . ' ‘
Constraints were also imposed by the nature of the mailing list whlch

. was purchased from Lovell thho Inc., an independent maillng-llst broker. Names
‘ obtalned trom this firm were llmlted to company presidents and owners e :
Protessionals of such stature often have little time™to devote to such non-prassing -

oonoemsa Furthermore the very lact of recelving envelopes addressed wrth
pdnted address labeis may. have provoked many to dlsregand the
correspondenoe completely .

’-lmproved Upon Speciﬁcally, more personalized type enquiries for information,
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‘.. . . Should the study be replicated, “certain factors should be corrected or

S
'

., couild bé designed to yleld ncher data. Personal or telephone intervnews could - .
" .,“,_generate data that is more qualltatwe in nature More subtle and detailed
- opinlons oould be aathered from partclpants via interview thancould be with a |
- strictured maii-out questionnalre Of course, in doing 50, the researcher would
‘torleii both tlme and quantlty ol response yet certain advantages oould be
'galned ST
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE

[0}

CONCORDIA 28

UNIVERSITY

(reducodb 80%)

P loase return this questionnsirs In the enclessd nlt-m mm

onvelepe by Avgust 15, 1986.
The Concerdia Conter for

5 TN

ranspoment Studies, A
1550 ow.tm West, Suits 602, NMentresl, Quebes, H38 uu ¢ o

1. To whet extent 0 You 6gres o GIROres with the
following “Universities should not be inveived
mwmmwmwmm
|mners”

' Gloagree apres
123 45

Plems expietn why you fesl this wey?

H\'

2. Wiat i3/are the grestast adventage(s) of
unrvarsities grting \volved with the reaning
ammummwm
(chacx o' UL o ly)

& O universities previds good besics 10 busineeees
5’0 univarsitios hove the ietest idms

¢ O univarsttios heve many idms & resouross

4 Umummnmm-n-u ,

o O s of \olont & xpartion I yiversities. -

(. O provides gt PR far e untversity
;Dmﬂuum
uomm%
Gxporiences
an'ﬂlﬂm .
J. D ncrenuss e prostige & stetus of wniversities
annmmﬁmdm
1. O txcuity con b Mred o5 conslionts -

=, O wivergitios help Dusinass lacirs o Wink & pion

& O prpvihes agy aerkal 1 o schanls
& O wrs ore o svenlags

. g Donthejed trewning 1s better

] 1. O other (specity)

" & O otrer (spacity)

. O oter (specsy)

3 Whet is/ers the resiest Glssivesiteges ©
unrvarsities gatting ivelved with remng o
 GONORIng of the DuSIness COMMUNItY?
.(Mdlmm)

A
:Du&wmmmmuwmmm
ac\nmnmmtuuqmw }‘i
commwmmuumu
anuwu.uw oL
e D momtly

f: O not erarel s _

n

. O they tesch for greasl, not

1. o0 muon peperwork & asmnistretion

J- ommnnuww ty
k. O thare oy no elsasvantagss

4. Whet is yeur panition within the firm?
& O wnourvisery 0 snier noapent
0. O mitie merapment €0 ot (tpucily)

5. What type of firm @ you wert far?
o D nontcturing o Owrvin

L Ovesgeretin  1.0rew)

¢ O whelamie Q_Dw-l-l;n
\

am-‘wmummw

eOstw 100 € 0500-1000.

w0 100-200 V sDowr, 1000
c0Z0-49 (D@ ltaw .

~
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bt v

" 7.1. Doas your firm conduct 1n-house treining?
Dves ~ Om
+ UWyes comtinue. . If B, gotoquestion 8,

11.Ars thers eny maneger 18] or supsrvisory - -

training prorams which vou formerty proviosd

using 1n-holrse S1817 which you enticipets to
frovide using outsige resources in the rmxt
yeer or two?

aDye bhm cd“m d 0 don't know

Rl Ifyuorm whet programs might you

nkoutsbm!:r”

b T
4

8.1 Whare have you recsived the Cepabilities &
know ledge required to perforem i your
8 prasent pasition?
Pmmmmtﬂ«s) 10 the left.

& O on the job exper lence

b. O in-houss training

¢ O extornal consultants

O universtty diploma/degres programs
O untversity ssminers/confersnoss
other privets or public seininers
her (spacify)
‘. O teneger sel skills ere inherent, ‘{

NEREREE B

taugnt
. Rlense o back to question 8 and reak the

86

‘N Oother (W_M

9. Who makes Lhe 0SCIS10n &3 10 wi ot
extornally-Sponsored seminer3 & confersnoes?
(chack oi} thet apply)

& O immediste supervisor

b. J humen resource development staff
¢ O the ingtvidusl (myself)

d O personnel depertment

8. O superor other then immadiets

1. O other ( specity)

- »

10. if you were to sttend 8 professions! development
saminer or conferencs, what would be the Dest
time 10 sttend?

eDwesxond DO weskasy O evenings

H mmuuu-nnnmm T
1. day of the wesk?
1. month of the yeer ?

111.\ocatton? eDonns b Dol site

L)

12. Whet time pariod would be most productive?
& O helf-cay sessions .03 two-dey sessions
b. Oone-duy ssssion |
¢ O some otrer errengement; plesss spactfy

3

13. llmmw&m.mmm-m
sam ingr , which of the following formats
would you prefer? (chack all that spply)

& Olectures

b. O workshops

& O specific problem clinics

1. O »lf-@girectsd, seif-study programs

o O working with e consultant

40 \onger sessions

Cewn
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o e
&
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14, 15. Whomldeorﬂr tosee lsadn
— 1. In whet arees & you percstvesparasnal nead . UNIversity-sponsored ssminer?

for traIning and/or development? (check oll that epply)

if. In wnet @ you perceive 8 Uraining and/or & O university faculty member
Oeve! need for your guhordinates b O weli-known loca! business person

1. In whet sress o you think universiliss should ¢ [ well-known Canedian business-person
|  bectieringprofessione! asvelopment seminers? O internetionely-known HUSINess person

1 ¢. [J Amerien business person
< 1 Dwﬂu'nf.wt-nmmbmlnasm
f 1. ; L1} [} O noone
. "::" sub. ‘waty h O other (spacify)
Ispical Aress " '
& Orsl communicetion 0 0 O 16. Hed you previously heerd of Concordis
0. Written communicetion 0 o Q Untversity?
¢ Stress mansgement .. 0 0 0 yus O o O
a Time manegement D 0 (n] ' g
o Proviem solving o o o 17. Had you praviously heerd of the Concordia
1. Stretsgic plenning O 0O O Conter for Manegement Studies?
¢ Lesdersnip tretning O O D ys0 m O :
h Performenesporemels O (8] @] (continus) (g0 W question 20)
1. Improving proaucttvity 8] 0 0
J. Computsr tachnology 0 ] [w]
& Labour reletions O 0 0 181 MV‘:;NI‘ perticipated in eny CCMS
1. Others (specity) proo 0 oD
g o 0 (a:i‘lmn)\ (m‘wmm 19.)
u] 8] D )
O D DO 1. I yes, which one(s)?
D 8] 0
w . —_ 1t in
m. Admintstrative O D a] ml‘mlhnmﬂrm participeted ms ;
n Personnel . 0 0O n] ntww very
o. Lega! end Gov. Relations 0 8] 0 s)Howplessdwersyw? - 12345
p. PurchmsingendMateriais O o 0
a Merketing & Seles N 0 0 o D) How practically ussfulwes 11?7 12 3 45 |
r. Procuction D (] 0 O .
8. Flnanos & Accounting o] [w] 0 fv. What ¢ you ind most beneficial?
L Ressorch&Devskpment (O 0 ) - ’
- ~
Y. Whot would you ke t0 388 chenged?
- .
b * ( go to question 20) -
& , [ 4
87
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&
19.1f you heven't participeied 1n CCMS ssminars, 22. How important 1s 1t that untversity progrems
why not? ( ssminers or conferences) result insome ™
2 O was not interestad (n programs of fered © typeof untversity crecits?
b. O found the programs oo expansive & O very important .
¢ O aian't have time (o ettend b. O omewhet important ¢ O not desiradle
d Ouniversity-typsssminers heve littlate ~ . . ¢ O not important ¢. Oont know
offer,
. O preferred s compatitor’s seminer C
» 1. O location wes not ont ' 23.1. Would you consider OCHS (0 provide tratning

seminers for yourself or for your firm?

¢ O other (spacity) aOvyes 00 ° cOomtisey

1.1 ne, why not? __

20. What would/did you find ussfu! in sttending
university seminars and conferences?
(chack all thet spply)
a O getting up-to-dats Information
in my &ree of specializetion N
b. O) Intarecting with managers from o
olher firms .
¢. (J other (specity)

. -Thank you for tak ing the time o fill out
21. Whet ore the most important sources for this questionneire. Any additions commants
obtaining informeation on eoucationsl seminers? . concerning the subject of this study would
(checx el thet epply) be epprecisted .
8 O brochures/direct manl -
b. O persone! calls
¢. {J recommencstions from other members of
y comparty ' .
' d O recommandstions (rom other training : :
professiona)s .
0. O newspeper aas _
1. 0 magazines/ tade journals : V0
¢ Oother (specity)

<

Plesse return this quastionnairs in.the enclosed ssif-addressed, postasge-paid
“ savelope by August 15, 1986. The Concordla Canter for Manegement Stugles,
- 1550 Delfaisonnauve West, Suite 602, Montrssl, Quedsc, H3G 1N2 wsy

d
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N  topic ¥ L T
5 Management training .
4 Interpersonal relations ~ . N
» 3 " Marketing L
3 Human Resources
1 Innovation
1 Cash Management
-1 . Computers S )
1 " Organizing meetings* - . - < .
1 " Making presentatlons R T
1 ‘\ - Speed reading ‘. | . RN ‘
1 | Prod ction schedulmg o )
1. © . - Practical business courses R
KRN ~ Plaming . .. 0 T
g 1 . Advemsmg‘_ T SR P .
10 sl Finanee oo T T T
1 . Safetytraining. ., -~ -, . 7L
1 . Supervnsoryskills C Ve T
U “Employee evaluation. - "\ ... T T T
1. “s)Motnvatnon ST A e
. b . . \ . ;o
! ’ Wt
. ! " B T . “ . P h .
o ‘,f i L ’ ‘ . - ,r
“ 1 ,\LI : N - *‘\.; :\ s u ~ v -
1 : 2 T f Tt . . : ’ . I.
N - s
' , PR A g1" el T
: ’ R ’;ﬂ\{{i\ e

o o APPENDIXC -
TOPIC AREAS IN WHICH RESPONDENTS MAY SEEK OUTSIDE HELP
(QUESTION 7.ii.) s

*y
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-

Deregulation
-Strategic planning

-Physical distribution

- Artificial intelligenc

- Executive compensation

-Leadership training

48
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APPENDIX E

1

. COMMENTS MADE AS TO WHAT THE PARTICIPANTS FOUND BENEFICIAL
IN ATTENDING SEMINARS
(QUESTION 18iv) =

. e—

S N ' e

"Good general overview - good‘source of ifformation” o .

"The workshop environment” ‘ | | h

"Some specific suggeiﬁargs" |

. "Round-table disgussion - interaction with others” _ _ -
"Good expertise brought in externally” . |

. ,
Liad . s . [N

"The quality of the laader

"Accessibility of information in non-techmcal terms”. -
"Labour-saving details” - ‘ o
"Areas covered regarding 'work measurement™* . - -
V] ’ . . . < )
- "Management concerns’e S ! o
. .‘ N . R . [
"Most recent technology” L ey
"Well-constructed programs . o - \ |
"Reference manuals” o e )
~ "Problem solving"* . | |
) . ) ‘
L) ) ™~ . ’\.‘
4 d , R '
’ : 93 .
~ . B N i . ‘ 4
P -~ 4 K ~
Q ) ; 5 -~ _
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I"Lowerpnce ) . R

R . APPENDIXF

COMMENTS MADE AT TO WHAT THE PARTICIPANTS WOULD UKE TO SEE

¢ CHANGED IN THE SEMINARS THEY. ATTENDED

(QUESTION 18.v.)

o s e

' "Tned to cover: tod much - Ieader was unsuocessful"

"More detailed semmars

"More hands-on workshops

"More time foryg roup*'mteractlon

Mg

"Better response to s |f|o probldms ) -
"Duration - 2 days”

"Not much Iead,ing-edge infdﬁmat;lon” a
"Administration - poor room suze etc”
"Smalj groups C

"Local rather than Amencan {ecturer
AN,

"Lecture style S RN

"Course not relevent" v LI I

' "Formattoolong N

"Recogmttén cemfncate should have be|en gwen
"More clearly éxplalned who could bgnef t",
"Appropnate pnontnzétvon of subject content"

"Too much tnm\e wasted at. beginning of semmar'* |
"'More professnonal in- presentatnons and handouts" ’

%
ok

"Toogéneral" . . - N N

LS
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A

" "Good luck - right a,r.ipreaéh - find your niehe - there's room for ‘good
T ACY ) B -

. business partrclpants “this survey should be helpful.” (54)

. ~ - APPENDIX G
“ o - . // .
GENERAL COMMENTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS AT THE END OF THE
,,D . ﬁ QUESTIONNAIRE ‘

N T
>

-«
~N g :
" feel CCMS is on right track when educatlon servuces are offered to

people below CEO's and Executlve Vice Pre(sldents "(1)

o

" ~*Many semlnars/progrgms are offered by many institutions.

Excellence has ta be the key to success. Very satisfied a‘mtudes 7

1t
o

promote addmonal attendence @ %

7

-
s -~ . .
. ® y
4
/

{
: e o~
"Would prefer to see sm‘aller-snzed seminars on syecmc SUbjGCtS at

~

Iow prices. "(34) ? S

:
1 -
) . . L w
. " . ’ . AY

"Costis an extremely umportant factor. Less expensive sessions -

would result in a far greater parttcrpatlon rate. "(52)

~ }

~ . o~
< g .

"| believe more attentlon should be gwen to respondmg to needs of

. osd
"Highly competitive field - need crédible staff - need successful
- | ) . .. 3 . , ‘ ’-‘h l. i . N . ‘&h



"I think this study is very worthwhile to gain feedback.” (123)

g |y
semmars umversnty should expect/ experience and industry
awareness to be gamed Don't exp@ct profits. (62) e Ve »

/ | -
/

"Seminars should be in the $250-500 range maximum and less if

half- day seminar. Credits and/or’ cemflcates would be -
advantageous (64) ( o _ R e
"Seminars should béslantéd ‘towards middle management.” (83)

»

"Cost of Concordia seminars seem far higher than most.” (103)

) N o
Maybe a class size could be arranged to enable a reasonable cost per

iy

13

person." (134) «

"Your seminar was well-run and | appreciated |t I will send others

ﬂ:dm company in future. Hand-outs are a pain. They disrupt class, D
deldy, difficult to organize for reference. Binders @vided are not big
enough to hold these. Space on table is not big enough to hold these.
Space on table is not big enough to spreadout. | suggest thinner paper
/ color coded / or cheap bound book.” (135) - - e ’

"As a Concordia graduate | tried to organize seminars/workshops for \

my employer. The response was not encouraging. | hate to say we

 opted for McGill - was much more responsive.(20)* -

‘ '

96 .
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Seminars are more for those in the 'trenches".
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Did not have enough-information: ' S
L -
. * * < ’
0 - * ’ »
W © b ' »
’ . " o - : ‘ , +
va- . - 3 . R N . \ 1 ‘3
-9 * ©
: ¢ b ¢ Pl
. A
‘ .
N A ML v .
3
"~ . C T . P N ’
e b Ce Yo e,
, .
- . - _ P '
> R
. - Lo -
.
- *
[ .t 1 ' .
.
‘ +
. ,
‘ ‘ P - .
« . -
. _ _ R
. * . :
» il -
* -
LS
L] K !
~ : \
o f .
L3 Y - o
. e . o "Q J
- S - = [
, - v D e ——— ! .
)
- ‘.
o T i
= o
A [ s
! - N %
¢ * » ~ Y 1+ R
- * ®
« Tl
,: . s . ,
- - ! -
.
* °
‘ " .
.
f - v * 1 -~
\‘ A
\, - - ©» - ;
1 . ’
. . . et . :
- \,
i .‘ ' ’ \
N o
) 3

“Comment in response to 'other’ of question 19. (If you haven't
s pérticip}ated in CCMS seminars, why not?
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