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Numerous authors have suggested 
that the chief executive officer ex-
ercises a major influence on organ-
izational change efforts in both the 
public and private sectors. 1 Some 
research findings support the no-
tion not only that the CEO plays a 
central role, but that the change 
effort is doomed to failure without 
that person's total support and ap-
proval.^ 

This article illustrates the im-
pact of having the CEO present 
during a management training 
program involving the boss and 
his/her immediate subordinates. 
For future reference we will call 
this a natural team. The results in-
dicate that multiple benefits can be 
derived if the CEO is present 
during the training sessions. 

Two natural teams participated 
in a five-day management training 
program designed to provide cog-
nitive and experiential learning in 
organization theory and adminis-
trative behavior. All participants 
met together with the same con-
sultant for the entire five days. 

Activities included lectures, dis-
cussions of the reading material 
which had been completed prior to 
the training session, and exercises 
designed to illustrate the various 
topics being discussed. For learn-
ing purposes, participants were 
treated as a single group, rather 
than as two separate groups from 
different organizations. 

The participants included the 
top-management staff from two 
separate organizations, and the 
groups were similar in a number of 
ways. For example, the groups 
were the same size (n=8) and had 
the same male-female distribution. 
Furthermore, the group members 
did the same kind of work (human 
services delivery), lived and work-
ed in the same geographical and 
political environment (a medium 
sized city in the midwest), were 
approximately the same age and 
had similar professional experi-
ence and educational backgrounds. 
In addition, all members of both 
groups participated in every ses-
sion of the five-day training pro-
gram. 

The only significant difference 
between the two groups was the 

presence of the CEO. In Team One 
the CEO participated in the entire 
training program, while the CEO 
of Team Two was absent, because 
of a family vacation which had 
been planned for over a year. 

Data from Teams One and Two 
were collected during the first and 
last hours of the training session. 
Data were also collected from a 
comparison group comprised of the 
chief executive officer and top staff 
of a public agency engaged in acti-
vities similar to those performed 
by members of Teams One and 
Two. Data were collected from the 
comparison group on Monday 
morning and during the last hour 
of the work day on Friday. 

The ins t ruments included Li-
kert's "Profile of Organization and 
Performance Characteristics" (Li-
kert Profile)^ and Friedlander's 
" G r o u p Behav io r I n v e n t o r y " 
(GBI).4 The Likert Profile is com-
posed of 18 i tems designed to 
measure organization climate. 
Each item is represented by a 20-
point scale and describes four sep-
arate systems of organization. All 
respondents are asked to mark the 
position on the continuum which 
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Figi re 1. 

NATURA 
WITH LEADE 

- T E A M 1: 
•R PRESENT 

NATURAL TEAM 2: 
WITH LEADER ABSENT COMPARISON GROUP 

BEF ORE AF1 rER BEFORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER 

X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD 

LEADERSHIP 14.00 2.40 16.75 1.39 15.13 1.94 14.80 1.80 11.06 1.25 11.17 2.51 

MOTIVATION 14.75 1.99 16.71* 1.20 15.42 1.05 15.08 .74 10.66 2.97 10.60 1.93 

COMMUNICATION 15.16 .99 15.94 1.34 13.30 1.34 13.20 1.89 9.10 1.88 9.18 1.94 

DECISION-MAKING 15.00 1.11 16.19 1.14 12.83 1.40 12.33 2.33 10.20 2.78 10.10 1.72 

GOAL SETTING 16.38 1.69 16.93 .79 15.63 1.86 15.25 1.85 10.21 3.99 10.01 2.65 

CONTROL 14.79 1.33 16.00 .78 14.33 1.39 13.75 3.32 10.60 2.37 9.53 1.59 

N = 8 N = 

* p < . 0 5 on One-Tail Test (Compared to Before Scores) 

** p < . 0 1 on One-Tail Test (Compared to Before Scores) 

= 7 N = 5 

best describes their organization Team Two and the comparison dimension arrive at creative team 
at the present time In all cases the group remained largely unchanged solutions, sharing responsibilities 
responses are uniformly coded so during the five-day period. and problems openly 
that scores run from zero (ex- Figure 2 shows the before and 2. Leader Approachability de-
remely exploitative, coercive au- after scores for Team One, Team scribes groups in which members 

thontarian rating) to 20 (extreme- Two and the comparison group on feel that the leader is approachable 
ly participative, group-based rat- the group behavior inventory and that they can establish a 
mg2: , , , , „ <GBI)' a n instrument designed to comfortable relationship with him 

figure 1 shows the before and measure the nature of group per- or her. Groups low on this di-
aiter scores on the Likert Profile formance and group interaction in mension withdraw from the lead-
tor the two natural teams and the an organizational set t ing. The er, do not push their ideas, do not 
comparison group. The resul ts dimensions of the GBI include: behave according to their feelings 
indicate a statistically significant 1. Group Effectiveness in solv- and seem intent on catering to the 
movement t o w a r d t h e i d e a l 6 ing problems and in formulating leader at the possible sacrifice of 
scores for Team One in five of the policy through a creative, realistic group output. 
six categories, while the scores for team effort. Groups high on this 3. Mutual Influence describes 

Figure 2. 

NATURAL TEAM 1: 
WITH LEADER PRESENT 

NATURAL TEAM 2: 
WITH LEADER ABSENT COMPARISON GROUP 

IX. 
UJ 
m

 ORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER 

X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD 

GROUP EFFECTIVENESS 3.82 .18 4.09 .29 2.94 .73 2.91 .78 3.20 .82 3.22 .75 

LEADER APPROACHABILITY 3.67 .34 3.93 .26 2.56 1.07 2.59 1.03 2.80 .49 2.73 .75 

MUTUAL INFLUENCE 3.70 .33 3.83 .20 3.85 .53 3.70 .16 3.45 .19 3.44 .32 

PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT 3.78 .18 3.99 .35 3.73 .85 3.65 .65 3.24 .48 2.57 .01 

INTRAGROUP TRUST 3.10 .40 
* * 

3.73 .21 2.45 .76 2.30 .70 3.64 .72 2.92 .54 

WORTH OF MEETINGS 3.81 .15 3.85 .17 3.25 .31 3.31 .25 3.62 .64 3.61 .81 

N = 8 N = 7 N = 

P < - 0 5 on One-Tail Test (Compared to Before Scores) 

** P < . 0 1 on One-Tail Test (Compared to Before Scores) 
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groups in which members mutually 
influence one another and the 
leader and assume responsibility 
for setting goals. 

4. Personal Involvement and 
Participation is d e s c r i p t i v e of 
groups in which members want, 
expect, and achieve active partici-
pation in group meetings. The 
combination of high expectations 
and actual participation implies a 
fulfillment that is reflected in the 
desire to continue group meetings. 

5. Intergroup Trust (versus In-
tragroup Competitiveness) depicts 
a group in which the members 
have confidence in one another. 
Groups low on this dimension can 
be characterized more as a collec-
tion of individuals who are reluc-
tant to alter their individual per-
sonal opinions and ideas for the 
sake of working consensus. Com-
petition among members then 
tends to be destructive and sub-
merged. 

6. Worth of Meetings is a gener-
alized measure of the feelings 
about the meetings of one's group 
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— as either good, valuable, strong, 
and pleasant, or as bad, worthless, 
weak, and unpleasant." 

Participant responses on the 
GBI yielded similar resul ts to 
those reported in Figure 1 for the 
Likert Profile. Team One showed a 
statistically significant improve-
ment on three of the six variables, 
while Team Two and the compari-
son group evidenced no significant 
change between measures. 

The CEO's Input 
The results clearly indicate that 

additional benefits, beyond the 
cognitive and attitudinal changes, 
can result from the presence of the 
CEO or supervisor in a training 
program. In each case the scores 
on the Likert Profile and the GBI 
evidence a significant improve-
ment in the organization climate 
and group effectiveness for Team 
One, while both the comparison 
group and Team Two reported no 
change during the same period. 

Additional data were collected 
via interviews from members of 
Team One and Two toward the 
close of the training session. With-
out exception, the seven members 
of Team Two indicated that they 
believed the training program 
would have been much more bene-
ficial had their CEO been present. 
In addition, all expressed serious 
reservations about their ability as 
a group and as individuals to apply 
what they had learned to their 
work in the home environment. 
Their primary reason for such 
reservations centered on their un-
certainty about what the CEO 
would think and the degree to 
which he would support their 
efforts to apply what they had 
learned during the training ses-
sion. 

On the other hand, members of 
Team One evidenced a high degree 
of optimism regarding the general 
worth of the training session and 
the potential for a positive transfer 
of the learning to the home en-
vironment; and in each case, the 
reason for the optimism was 
directly linked to the CEO. As one 
participant put it, "This has been 
the best training program I have 
ever attended. As I think about it, 
much of the content was not new. 
In fact, I had been exposed to most 
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of it in management classes when I 
was in college. The real benefit 
came from our discussion of the 
material with [the CEO]. I watched 
him closely, and, as a result, I 
knew instantly what he thought of 
the material — whether he was re-
ceptive or not — and then we could 
talk about how they applied to 
problems we have back home. I got 
some insight into [the CEO] which 
I had never had before." 

These data and other research 
studies7 suggest tha t multiple 
benefits can be derived from the 
presence of the CEO and the other 
natural team members in training 
programs. For example, the po-
tential for transfer of learning in-
creased for Team One as compared 
to Team Two, since all members of 
the group had the same theoretical 
frame of reference and experienc-
ed the same training design. Since 
they learned the same language, so 
to speak, they perceived great 
potential for applying the cognitive 
material to problems in their home 
environment. 

In addition, the presence of the 
CEO provided an opportunity for 
informal team building to take 
place. All of the participants re-
ported that during the training 
session they got to know each 
other better on an informal basis. 
In some cases the participants 
maintained that they were able to 
use the training material as a ve-
hicle for working through some of 
their interpersonal and organiza-
tional problems with their CEO 
during informal discussions out-
side the context of the training 
session. Of particular benefit was 
the resolution of issues between 
the CEO and the respective sub-
ordinates, since research supports 
the notion that it is difficult, if not 
impossible, for subordinates to re-
solve problems effectively at the 
peer level until they are adequate-
ly resolved at the superior-subord-
inate level. 8 

However, a number of factors 
suggest that the degree to which 
these results can be generalized to 
other organizations is limited. 
First, the sample size is limited to 
two natural teams and, therefore, 
the resul ts may be peculiar to 
these groups. If two different 



teams had par t ic ipated in the 
study, different results may have 
taken place. Although the scores 
for the comparison group are 
consistent with those for Team 
Two, whose leader was absent, the 
results still may be peculiar to 
these groups. Had data been 
collected from a larger sample for 
each category (groups tested with 
and without the leader present), 
more firm conclusions could have 
been drawn from the results. 

Second, the results may have 
been caused by the consultant who 
facilitated the t ra ining session. 
Since the consultant's behavior has 
a powerful influence on the group, 
it is uncertain how much the con-
sultant's abilities, personality and 
skill affected the outcome for the 
group.^ However, since the two 
groups were exposed to the same 
consultant during the entire five-
day period, one would expect that 
the consultant's impact on the two 
groups would have been similar, 
and, therefore, that it would have 
had minimal influence on the dif-
ferential results shown in Figures 
1 and 2. Nevertheless, one cannot 
rule out the possibility that if an-
other consultant had been used, 
the results might have been differ-
ent. 

Third, the make-up of the two 
groups may have had an influence 
on the results reported in Figures 
1 and 2. Even though the profile of 
the 15 par t ic ipants showed ho-
mogeneity on a number of demo-
graphic factors, there may have 
been differences which are not 
accounted for here tha t deter-
mined the results shown in Figures 
1 and 2. 

Fourth, the training session de-
sign may have contributed signifi-
cantly to the results. If another de-
sign had been used — or if differ-
ent content material had been 
studied — the results might have 
been different. 

Fifth, the results may be pecu-
liar to the CEO of Team One. If the 
CEO of Team Two had been 
present, there is no guarantee that 
the same results would have been 
produced. Thus, the personal char-
acteristics of the CEO may have 
been solely responsible for the 
positive resul ts shown in the 

Figures. 
Sixth, the two groups may have 

responded differently to the con-
tent material of the training pro-
gram. For example, if Team One 
members actually learned differ-
ent concepts from Team Two 
during the training session, the 
cognitive input could have had an 
impact upon their perceptions and, 
as a result, could have influenced 
their responses on the post-train-
ing ins t ruments . However, the 
before and after data which were 
collected to measure cognitive data 
which were collected to measure 
cognitive understanding showed 
no significant differences between 
the before and a f te r scores for 
Team One and those for Team Two 
from the same administrat ions. 
The average scores for both teams 
were approximately the same on 
both the before and after mea-
sures. Thus, if the members of 
Teams One and Two actually 
learned different concepts during 
the training session, the instru-
ments designed to measure cogni-
tive understanding were not able 
to account for this difference in the 
two groups' conceptual develop-
ment. 
Finally, the improvement may 
have been caused by a change in 
the way Team One perceived the 
inst ruments at the end of the 
week, and this change in percep-
tions may have been responsible 
for the change in scores. If the 
meaning of the scales is different 
at the end of the week, the partici-
pant will respond in ways that con-
t ravene the assumptions of the 
statistical analysis. However, all 
15 people participated in the pre-
and post-administrations of the in-
struments and received the same 
cognitive input during the training 
session. Yet only Team One im-
proved; and the scores for Team 
Two were almost identical to those 
reported for the comparison group 
in terms of the amount of change 
evidenced between measures. If a 
change in perceptions was respon-
sible for the improved scores, one 
would expect the scores for Team 
Two to have improved as well. 
Nonetheless, Team One may have 
been peculiar in comparison to the 
other team, and the change in 
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scores may have been caused by a 
change in its perceptions of the 
instruments. 

Can CEOs Help? 

These data do have implications 
for how both managers and consul-
tants perceive the interface be-
tween training and consultation. If 
the goal of the training interven-
tion is cognitive improvement only, 
then that goal may be achieved in a 
stranger group, a cousin group, or 
a family group without the pres-
ence of the leader. If improved or-
ganizational climate and team ef-
fectiveness are additional goals of 
the intervention, then the above 
data suggest that the intervention 
may be much more effective if the 
entire team at tended, including 
the leader. Fu r the r , these data 
support the notion tha t group 
training has minimal impact on the 
degree to which the team works 
effectively together if the leader is 
not present. 

Certainly more research must be 
done before it can be categorically 
stated that these findings are sole-
ly due to the leader's presence in 
the group. However, the data do 
suggest that the presence of the 
chief executive officer can provide 
additional benefits over and above 
the cognitive learning associated 
with most management training 
programs. 
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