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INTRODUCTICN

Everybody talks a lot about the;problems'bf small businesses

but nobody does much about, them."
We could paraphrase the well-known statement about the weather

\ . . A .
attributed to Mark Twain in the above way. When the statement is re~

lated to the weather, it still brings a wry smile to people as we know

the difficulty in managing weather. When the statement stands as we

have it, the reaction is a political blast or a passionate statement

of the importance of the little businessman and how neglected he is.
Yet the problem of helping small business is pretty similar to that of -
doing something about the weaéher: Wefreal}y,don't‘knoW'enough:of the

problems and how to be of help

ThlS is one of the maln £easoﬂe for tﬁe eur§ey "It is a bload'
attempt to get at the facts and possebly to‘obtaln some’ prescrlptlons.
It is one'small aetempt to prevideUSOme veast 1n a blllowy world of
politics and passioné.‘ AL that,- 1t een'enlv repreqent a bmeii‘start
and, though i£ may point a prescriptiVe;finger, it will probably point -
toward bigger and better research'which ﬁiliilee&_td more ﬁeeningful
action. _ P - o - ‘. .

It is rather remarkable.that.an_eafly eheck~of liﬁraries:of
schools of business and cormerce écross Canada and of many other organi-
zations with libraries revealed'a pauciﬁy of facteal i;formefion oﬁ

the subject of small bu31ncs eg in Cénada. Many places replied that

‘they had little information or none at ‘all. Most of the references

‘went to speeches or articles on the subject. "The gist of all these




has already been mentioned: the importance of smallerdbusinesses and
the need to do something to help them, And tieddin‘with this theme
were pet.suggestions, but very little factual information or back-
ground factual analysis of the problems and.the effect of changes.

To study the problem we decided it would be best to do an oyer-
all study of manufacturlng buSInesses in Canada. It should be rememberedl*
that this study is restrlcted to manufacturing eompanles and includes
-no service industries which are a vital and growing part.of the businessv
scene in Canada. | .

If we had studied small business only, we would haye a problem
in defining what we meant: by small businesses; we would'haye-no means |
of making compar isons with larger.companless We; therefore made an

\

across~the- board study and then broke out dlfferent sizes of firms to

"obtaln contrasts and to dlscover wheredwe had 5|gn|f|cant ones. |t will

also be noted that our ma|n problem in obtalnlng |nformat|on was from

: the smaller companles. Th|s is understandable. So our small sample does

.not reflect the true status of manufacturlng flrms ‘as they exnst in

Canada. Also, the total number whlch we were able to. analyze is, admlttedly,

small. To obta:n a‘larger sample would requlre,more personal |nterV|ews

.and more money. Nevertheless, we feel that weAhaye made some contribution.

to understandlné small business and that ourfmodest efforts will be of help.'
Some .research carried out in the United States and.the:United

Kingdom were of great helpj - | | |

This study was carried out under a grant.from the federal

Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce.
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‘business and trade press would be useful.

RECOMMENDAT TONS

i T

ho

1) 6urirescarch has uncove%gd whét may be thé sélient prdhleﬁs
facing Canadian manufacturing executives~~manééing human and cabital
resources. Mauy'firﬁs, however,<aré unawvare of the programmes,now
avéilablé; A better attempt shouid be made in disseminatiﬁg informa~

tion on what aids are available, both on a federal and'pvaincial

basis. Some 40% of respondents are not aware of either financial or-

technical assistance. A co-operative dissemination effort with' the

2) Our research has uncovered most significant differences in

3

the management of Canadian and foreign owned American firms. It is " !

the Canadian owned firm that is operating at a.disadvantage on most

dimensions, It is also the smaller and medium sized firm which is

1

’

feeling the brunt of this ;cié£i§éfdi§?§%ity},;What is_;eqéired-ié a
strafegy-tb help'tﬁe‘genéféll§>s&éiiéfwdgnééiaﬁ\firm stay ana feﬁaiﬁ_.
coﬁﬁetifi;evwith regard to tﬁe féféign{owkedtgrénéh plant.» Sevérai‘
specific recommendaﬁioné can be.madé'hégé:i- | |

oo

A - Federal an& Provinciél'Subsidizatioh-—

Additional subsidization may be necessary, especially for the

'

smallifirm. This subsidization might be directéd at both_ﬁhe source
or delivery system (actual programﬁes offered by.aSSociations and se-
condary_eﬁ@cation,inétitqrions) and paftiéipants,(bbth.companies and
individuals). ‘Perﬁaps aﬁ accclerated\wrife—off or grant system would

\

help the individual and small business man suffering from a restricted. -

cash flow--sort of a Small Business Problem Review Board with a finan-

1

cial capacity.
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B - Consulting Service--
We note that small firms have a need to develop better informed
and more sophisticated managers in the use of management principles and

techniques. One way of provldinr7 necessary skills to smaller manufac-

turers would be a decentralized consulting.service organized through

the busiqess faculties in Canadian universities. Such e,service.ehould

perhaps operate\on a provincial level with a direct Gtant—in—Aid to
each studeot—Staffed service organization;' It would betlees bureaucra-
tized than a direct government service and would more opeﬁly‘gaintac~>f
ceptance from paIL1Cdet1ng compames.j |

3) Increased. government bureaucratization is not called for. 1In

fact, a emal] buslness departnent should not be created The 52% of

EEE

our sample who voted "No” on thls proposal 1nd1cates that there is lack

of support for such a department.

R

4) _ Locatlng capital resources‘ls'e frequeotly volced probleﬁ of
Cana&ian manufacturlng flrms.i Seeeralvéovelnment programmes (TDB-and
PIAT) couid be'made more useful;andJreSpon31vevto local needs by de-
centralization. The SBA in the Unitedetetesvie-frequentiy mentioned

v

in interviews as a model. Again, what is needed is more local discre-

tion on the part of regional IDB officials. and less ceﬁtreliéation in

- Ottawa.-

5) - The role of new technological innovators, namely, computeri-

. . ‘ . \ L . .
zation, needs special attention for Canadian manufacturing firms.:  We
note here large and significant differences between Canadiah and U.S.
owned firms. More study is needed on xhe res 1stance of fler to tech—\

nological innovation and the problems encouutercd in introduéing tech-

nological innovation.
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6) A study of service industries should be conducted with special

effort to see how these help manufacturing industries in Canada in the
\ : Ty ' .

short and long run. For example, a study of financial industries and

their help in techno}ogicél developments~wou1d be Nery.useful.

7) - A study should be'qndertakenvto relate'more théroughly the re-
lationship of management training.and company success. This would in-
volve the level of managément trainingi(Bbth‘inétitutionai br;othef)‘

of new enployees, as wéllias use of continping‘edudétiqﬁ\for managefs

on some sort of planned system. \

8) Fin&lly,zthe moét striking discovery in our rgsgarch has Been

the disparities betwecen Canadian and U.S. owned firms. A more control-

led study, industry by industry, as:well as by\different_fdrms of owmer-

l

Ship;:is called for. We believe thainhié'ﬁ111 enab1é us to develop a

strategy for makirg the Canadian firm more competitive and profitable.




ORJECTIVES

\
N

In the spring of 1972 we embarked upon a survey of Canadian

-manufacturing firms with the following objectives in mind:

The objective of this study is to survey small_Busi—
nesses in order to obtain a better understanding of

the value of their contribution to the economic life
of Canada and some guidance on how they might coa— '
tribute more fully to our economic growth., We shall
look at the interests and problems of the managers,

often owners, of small companies in- manufacturing to
obtain. 1nf01vat10n about their problems in regard to

money,

technology, training, government assi stancc;
and also to see what contribution Lhcy\makc directly
or indirectly to the creation of jobs in thlq country
and to innovative developments in industry..

The following dimensions were specifically’outlined as areas

for analysis: =

Structure:

Innovation:.

N

Competition:

ot

Education

and Trdlnlng

Unionization
Labour

Relations:

Financing:
: !

. Taxes :

‘ownership, Jegal CLructure, ratlo of managerb
~ to employees, spans. of conrrol _number of.

'vatlons -originate?

supervxsory levels, etc.~

rate of inno"ation,'sdurces'of'inﬁovation,
what “stimulatéd 1nnovat10n, where did- 1nno—‘

'.|" o I

sources of competltlon, 1nths“ty of compL~*i cEe
tition, main COﬂpetJtJve advantﬂge, major :

customers
\

degree‘of

‘policies,

policies.

and markets._V

education, training and-development
sources of information, tuition

‘percent unionlzatlon, Lype of unlons, srllke

ineidents.

sources and problems, nature of firancial
information system, provincial and fcderal

programmes.

form of tax assistance desired
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Technology: nature of te(hnologlcal nrncbsu 5, production
sequencing, technical sophistication, dcgree
of .automation, use of computers.

Objectives: What are the companies' priorities and goals?
2 ‘ nh .

Problems: What" are . the problems fécing small business?

Climate: What do executives regard as the opérating and
. decision-making climate of the firm? -~ the
‘degrece of. rootiness, certainty, stability, com-
plexity and predictability?

Formalization: the companies’ rel:ance and use of written .
‘documents, written pelformance criteria,
-written policies and job descriptions.

.
v
- \ N\
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A\
v
\
¢
1
-~
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-
;
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. bibliography on;small business is provided in Appendix I.

_PROCEDURE

A, Library Research
\\ ‘1 v . . ‘ . . ) ’ .
Business and academic journals were reviewed in relation to

the ‘above aveas of investigation, sﬁecificaliy with‘respect~te'shall
business firms. This survey of the literature provided‘some>ovefyiew'
of the small bhsinesslfirm in Canada and was helpful in the conmstruc-
tion of researeh questionnairesel Imptessionistic aecounts,‘rather
than;empirical studies,‘chereetetize the referenced métegiel;v.These
references describe the advantages aﬁd prehlems.faced hy.small_busi;i

nesses as well as their vital role in the_Cahadian economy. A useful .

AR

B; ’The Intervieﬁ Phase

A prellmlnary questlonnalre (Appendlx IIa) ‘was c0ﬂstructed and

was ready to be tested in thls pllotiphase of the study A liStlng of_e

the manuiacturlng p0pvlat10n 1n the Toronto area Was obtalned Three )

‘hundred and slxty-elght flrms (ourlexpectatlons were e % percent re-

| . . 1 . N [ NU

sponso rate and this would yield approx1mately 125 1nterv1eWs) were

randomly selented from the Toronto area populatlon. ATwQ Ph,D.”students

and one M:BQA, student were hired as 1nterviewers. VTelephoﬁe calls
were carried out by each interviewer using a standatdiZed'brotoeol
(See Appendlx IIb) A total of 86 interviews were'eombleted.. This

represents a response rate of apprOklmately 254.

c. The Mailed Survey - -

-

After examining the results.and problems encountered in the

interview study, a final version of the questionnaire was developed

(See Appendix ITI), The English questicnnaire was translated hy a:




do;tbral studeﬁf of the Universithof Toronto,
ﬁailing to French—épeaking firms. Canadian Mailing Services, a sub-
sidiary of Soqtham Publications, was contraéted Ld_pravide a-randﬁm
séﬂpling of Canadian manufacturing firms with ad&résséd iabels to the
chief executive of these firms.A Aitoﬁél of é,SOOYqﬁestionﬁa;fe§ were

mailed to firms across Canada. An additional mailing was sent to 500

French~speaking . firms.

D. The Sample:
Interviews: : 368 Calls Placcd
Questiomnnaires: 2500 Englisl

500 French

low response rate, it was decided to. remove this sub-sample from the

data'analysis;

Sample represcntatlvenass can be examlned 1n “the fol]ow1n9
set of figures. A 1967. Report (Commerce 196/) llStS the number of

employees per firm in the Canaaian_Manufacturlng Industry.,

N

figures can be seen in the left'hand column,

sampled firms appears in the right hand columa.
very small_firm>is under~represented in our sample and presents a
rather comprehensive response problem, lack of time and sophistication:

and perhaps other. reasons are frequently offefed by the Very;small

French Department,

86 interviews
262‘:

29

377

Given the paucity of French ques{ionnaire responses and their

The distribution of our:

businessman. for not responding in surveys of this kind.

These

We can see that the

\e aesTa AT A
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" Table 1

' Population. (Com. 1967)

less than 5
5 - 99

. 100 - 499

500 - 1500
over 1500

Percent

41
53
06

-00.8

06.2

Number of employces pér firm in the Canadian Ménufacturing Industry

Hecht-Siegel Sample .

Percent

03

28
61
05

02

TR

——
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a) Characteristics of the sample

.

Structure

The average firm had 266‘em§loyees and 15 identified managers.

- 67% of the sample consisted of Canadian owned firms. The average age

! . ' : _ .
of the firms was 38 years and it had 3.3 levels of managewment. The

\

model respondent was the chief executive of the firm who had an average
. < \ . ) . : . .

age of 43 and had six subordinates reporting to him. .Sik firms were

\

proprietorships, six were partnerships, 226 limited private companies

~and 41 were limited public companies. Forty-elght firms\are-listed_

on various stock'eXChanges. . o : S
Sixty-eight of the respondents were founders of the company

and another sixty were members of fﬁe'fduﬁdgr‘s_family.\ S s

Innovation
In a relative sense, respondents reported less success in in-

i Y . . .

" troducing a relatively major innovation in the Research and Training

v

areas in comparison with Product Line, Marketing Technicues; and

Manufacturing Facilities.
- N T

Academic sources (3%) and consultants (6%)Afepfesent a little

: . , . ' . o L ¥ .
used source of innovation in comparison to competition (24%) and con-

\

sumer demand (élz).
Competition .

Intensity of competition can be seen in responses to the ques- ¢

N

‘tion (sce table), "How intensive are the following areas of competition

~

. . N . . .
in your industry?" We can see that in a relative sense, price is the

e
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most, and flexibility the least intensive areas of the firm. . It is

also apparent that there ig 1li tle differentiation in the rating.

N

scales; greater differentiation can be seen in responses to the next

question, 'Which represents your main competitive advantage?"

Main Competitive Advantage

Price ———mmmommmmeee e 12.8%

Product design & Quality ————- 45,17% \

Prompt Delivery ——s—-———-—- s 7.0% - ‘

Flexibility —mmrmmmm e cmmm 10, 7% \

Service: ~——emmmme S — 19.8%

The_ayeragé~firm has 3.2 serious&competitors:and its percentage of :
sales to.its largesﬁ customer is 212;_ Pércgnfage 6f‘$ales to4the
la:gest customey.is related té»tﬁg_éiéé of:£h§ fifm; Aémali‘firms;
report that ZAZ.and‘large_firméﬁi3% §ff£héi£fsaleé go to their largest

customer.

T

- How iﬁfensive-aré‘the.follqﬁinéAafeas'of ébmp%tition in your
industry? | - o
Price’ | L - o X
Product Desién L . IR e _X"": - ke
& Quality ' C C
Prémpt'Delivéry - | A. : S _‘X o P

Flexibility to o Loy |
meet Customer _ ‘
Specifications

Service : . v A X .. |
1 2. 3 4 5 . 6 7
nol intensive \ " o intensive
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Education and Training

Major Corporations

Professional Associa-
tions

Trade Publications

‘Business Periodicals

Government Agency
Programs-

..... — " t
Education and Trainivg appeats as a major problem .area for

manufacturing firms. Tew firms report having separate training pro-

1 .

jgréms for supervisors (32%) and managers (37Z). Size and ownership

\
greatly affect these results and we shall present them in greater de-

Y
tail in a later section.

Sources of education or information can be seen in the results

presented in the following table:

Sources of Education and Information -
How.Frequently are they used? .’

Academic Programs ' A , X

" Consulting Services - X

-

: Government Agency A
Publications ; : X

T 2 3 4 5 6 7
r - infrequently used ‘ ' ' © used often
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Unions
56% of the firms are rebresented by International Unions, 8.5%
by National, 2.7% by Regional, and 4.9% by Company Unions. On average,

a total of 74% of the firms' employees are unionized.

Fiqancial,‘Taxes, Federal & Proviﬁcial Prosrams
The avé%age’level of sales repgrfed Was'$7db,000;~Forty~f§uf.
percent of the fimms éttempted’to,obtaiu édditionéi~fina§cipg'in ﬁhe>
last few years. .592 of the firms felt ﬁhey could‘abply for federél
Fiﬁanciél Aid and 517 felt they could appl}-fqr.Federal Technical Aid.
53% felt théy could apply for Provincialthverﬁménf'Aid Programéﬁ
= bnly-ﬁS% indicatéd havingiapplied,tovsﬁchvprogramsf-‘ L

The following responses were|tabulated in reference to tax

»

assistance preferred.

l;;Pércent Agreement

. open capital depreciation allowance .- .- - o 62%
tax incentives to ‘experters _ S Lt
tax allowance to firms competing with dimpoxrts . - 39

. . - . S . Lo [
reduction in corporate taxes T L T 81

corporate tax structure based on a stepladder

system s 23

Nature of Techwnological Processes.

The general. picture of Technology can be seen from the re~

sponses to the following questions:
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How broad or narrow is tho range of products produced by your organi-
zation? (Circle the number which is most representative.)

Exttemely ' (4.6) I . Extremoly
Narrow 1 2 3. 47705 6 7 Broad

‘How much are activitics sequenced in your company's work £low?

Very little : . ‘(5.}) | A great
sequencing 1 2 3 4 5 -6 7 ‘deal

How (tcchnlcally) SOphLSthTLLd is the ma nufacturingiequipment}in

your company7 R : e o

Not very ' 13(4}3) \ , S Very
sophl%tlcatedl 2 3 -t > . 6 T Sophisticated

To what degree is your produvtlon automatcd° (Circle appropriate
number. ) . T

1 2 (2'8? 3 ... 4 s
Manual . Little . Semi—; 'f - ,,‘Mostly‘- ',( :Fully
: Automation » Automation'froﬁ Automated ~ Automated

o

What is the extent of your firm'sﬂtoliance,on computers?
none - slight . moderate =~ ' - considerable extensive
We note but a sllghL 1ellance on connuters, 1n general Jlttle

on semi-automation and a moderate degree of technical sophistication.

3
N



Goals aind Objectives ‘
12 \ ' : AR
3§ : ‘

Each executive was asked to select and rank three of a list
| o g
of objectives in terms of their importance.

"% Ranked 1lst % Ranked anA ‘ % Ranked 3rd

priority - priority - priority!
Community welfare , o l.2z | 1.2% - '_ ‘1.52.
Organizatiéﬁ étébility o 6.3%' - - 7;9% '. | - 10.4%
Tndustrial %gédership ‘ ‘ 4;8Z Ca >5;51 | - 10.7%
Employeeﬂwélfare . S 1.22 - o }2.8% | 23.5%
“High pxoducti{»ityr ‘ 8.1% o 21..6%- 10. 4%
Prbfit Maxi&izatigﬁ 62.4% o -12,82 : B 9:8Z‘
Organizational growth® | 9.6% e 22;éZ > -  :_ llfOZ' |
Orgénizatibnal efficiency;: B 6;3%.'A'if.;‘ 15.8%‘,*‘-:”f'..'>'22;32 f. "

Prdblémé-
. We ;ttempted to meaéu£e thépffo£iéms:fécea.5y fhé feépdndingf

firmé by fwo mefhods. Tﬁe'firét°method:requgstédheéch.executiye to.

rate the dggrée of problgﬁ sevefity\ﬁojﬁheiféllowinglliét"on al (not

a problen) to 7 (a serious .problem) scales .
; ( o

Failure to adapt to change , 2.0 . _ . . R | S
. \ ‘ ‘ . , o v |

Shortage of capital o ‘ -+ 2.0 7 o ‘ }a o |

Managérial incompeteﬁce 2.1: \ . \ o . ?

Lack of planﬁing - | 2.2 ) ‘ ‘ ‘ “,i.:“

Léck'of bhdggting ahd confrol 1,7 |

Poor méfketing dnd sales. _ 1.9

Lack of imialance of skills 2.4 /

and: expcerience
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. o ) ,
In a relative sense, "lazk of ckills an was seen as the

o
[
N
=3
™
=
'-h
©
o]
[p]
n

greatest problem. : -

Another way. of examining the saliency of problems mentioned by
upper level executives of the firm, was to ask each respondent to reply
to an open-ended question:' "What was the most significant problem en-
‘countered?"” The use of the open-ended questionnaire permits us to ana-
- . ’ ' ! 1 . : .‘.A‘
lyze responses in terms of their saliency to the executive of the firm.

These ceorments or responses were then analyzed and the following trend

emerged: ) ) .o S BT

Problems rentioned in Order of Frequency

Peréonnel ~ Marpowver o SN R : .-:- 407
Capital shortage - Financizl resources ;197
" Growth . ‘8%x'

. s
Developing Markets o L6 ) )
Risiﬁg Labour Costs ) EZA. r. -
Produgt{vityA S . "_- 1; ~'A . 1 A: ‘; :‘SZT I A

| Governmént\Interfereﬁce . _ .  _:f .  “. o 5% -
»Others'Mantioﬁéd:' V
iﬁternai Organizatién “‘. -t"i"j: o R SR '
Raw Matérials | ‘
R&D Monies -
Imborts
Survival - - R g . |




Verbatim Examples of Problems Mentioned

Personnel - Manpower

"Inadequate competent staff trained in sound pr1nc1ples of manage—
ment"

- a company employing 471

"Quality personnel a continuous problem" o

’ - a company employing 1800
\

"Quality and supply of supervision" _ _
’ - a .company"e'mplbyin0 6000

"Finding sufficient, w1111ng and adequately tralned employees"

- a company employlng 210
"Hiring skilled help, good people with technical skllls are noL
around" - ,

“!Eﬁa.éompany_emﬁldyiné 22

, . _ I RN
"Shortége'of capital - :\{.-ﬁ;. - Ljé‘éompany-employingTZAO
A"Financihl tightness”. ‘ '  '"}*V,i% a éqmpény”emplqying %50
"Lack. of good financial mdnagémen;"“l  - a comﬁaﬁy eﬁplofing“lzd

EI

"Shortage of working capital" S R company employing 175

s

, >

While persénnel — manpower probiems §eemltodogcﬁr> ih\ﬁahy
fifms,{regardless~of size, financial proﬁlems‘seem-to.bé.mofe cotmon
in.Smalleyvsi ed firms (1 e, emp1oy1no less than 200 employeeq) We
will return to these salient prqbiems in our recomméndatlons.

Do firmé want thé TFederal GovernmentA£o deVeiob a small busi--
‘ness bureau whose sole func iog would Be_to prévidé fiﬁanciél'éud tech-

lnlcal assistance? - only 52% of the respondents anéwerud Jﬁ the 2ffir—~\
métive. This percentage figure was not affected,by_the actpal size of

[}
the firm.



-schedules, project

Planning and Formalization

A

On the average, executives reported that 66% of their time

5

- N
was spend on short range planning. This percentage did vary signifi-

cantly with size of firm. The larger the firm, the greater time spent

on long. range planning.

Reliance on Rules, Regulations and written documents can be
. \

t

seen in the responses to the following items - size definitely affects

the degree of formalization ~ larger sized firms are more formal. BDut

another way of looking at these data would indicate that the reliance

on written documents, especially in the areas of performance appraisal

N . \

is quite low.

‘Duties, authority and B Ot TR RN

accountability are - . 7 T o Uy
documented in poli- ' R R

cies procedures or R
job descriptions. .

Performance apprai-
sals are based on
written performance .’
standards or
criteria.

-Standagds of per-

formance and con- S S X ’
trol systems have been ' )
established in writing.

Written documents : S
(such as budgets,

specifications, pro-

cedures or progran : o

plans, job descrip-
tions, etc.) arc used as
an integral part of job. o -

‘ ' 1 ©2 3 4 - 5 6
False : cT “True




+firms is to examine the corrclation of number of employszes with other

- variables more meaningful.

rate of innovation and origin of innovations appear to have significant

20 -
« . CORREIATES OF $1ZE

One method of examining the "effects'" of size on manufacturing

1

variables and dimeﬁsions under -investigation. 'Thié méthdd will allowtj
us to see whether ihnovation, training,.profitaﬂility, formalizafion,
decision climate, etec. ha&e‘any relafionship to a.firm's sizé{ Oge
problem'in ﬁsing correlations and\testigg tﬁeir statiéiical,signifi~
céncé concerns the nature of the distributioﬁ of yoﬁr Vvafiébleé. In;
this éasé; size (i.e. numﬁer of.émployees) of the_firm iéself. _dur
eariier data'indicated that cur sample of firms héd a Highly skéwed
and kurtotic distrihutioﬁ.(as opposéd'to a normal disfribution) oni

employee size. For this reason we have also taken the log transform

of employee size. This serves to normalize the distribution of this

' variable and makes the interpretation of its correlation with other

As one would expect, the structure of a firm is highly corre~
lated with its size. There is no nged(to’dwell on these figures. The

correlations with the size of a firm. Larger sized firms appear more’

able to réspond to cpnsumet.demand and comﬁeti?ion. They aisb;have
sligﬁtly leés competitors while sﬁpplying a much laréer nétional and
international mgrkét.

In tﬁe area of training & devclopmént and the uses of informa-
tion, we agaiﬁ note that larger firms arefﬂoiné‘mére ﬁor'their mana-

gerial persofnel and are utilizing many more sources of information
' - o

and educatlon than smaller sized firms.

[}
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" especially the use of sophistiééfédtgpﬁﬁﬁfer'téchnology.4\

Larger firms rate their profiiabili;y highéryand report much
greater supbess in aﬁtaining fiﬁancial aid whcﬁ they‘db pursue it,
Chief executives from 1arger firms desire and‘prpfcf much greatervtax
assistance than those’fepfesentingxthé smaller'firm.

Failure to adapt to change, managérial‘incompetenée, lack of -
pianning and ‘lack of budéeting and qdntroi are'regarded aslmore seriqqs-
problems in larger sized firms.. In addition, the lafger sized firm
reports less flexibility and ability fo sﬁécialize to meet customer
épecification. It, the larger firm, howéVer, reporté that.employees
havé greater f;eedom andidiscretion than the smaller firn. B

Less time is spent in the larger firm in brush fighting and
more use is made of written procedure guidelines.in a professional
apprecach to managing worK, size does affect the use of technology, .

s

that do not relate to

A

Of special interest are the variablies

size of organization. The goals of teop management for example avre
quite unrelated to organizational size. In addition, the use of -Federal

v

f

or Provincial programs for Financial and Technical aid and the know-

ledge of their existence are also unrelated to 'the size of organization. -

v
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i
\ Correlates of Size (Number of:Employees)\
and Log Transform .Size
Dimension . Size o Log Transform of Size
(Number of Employees) \
Structure:
Number of Managers ) _ S62xxx s Jhbxxx
Age of Firm o »30xxx : e 33xxx -
Number of Management J48xxx o L 72x%xx
Levels ° o o ‘
Number of Subordinates o N
Reporting to Chief ' ¢ 25XXK . _ 12x% .
. Executive . , : L C :
Number of Subordinates K .06 . . S 17x
to First Line Foreman R : L '
Innovation )
Product Line ° ° DR | y N R . ’QIAX". '
Marketing . ' S & ' < 15xx% )
Maanaéturing Facilities 07 ' o J18xx
Research N - 10 _ . .09
Skill of Employeces .- - e . 26%xx
~Ordigin of Innovation
Consultants ‘ - .05 o Wl2x
Competition -.01 : B <18xx
tousumer Demand . - .07 _ . . 25mxx
Number of Competitors ~.06 ' Co=ol2x
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I B

(Number of Employees)

Dimension ‘ Size - Log Trancform of Size:

Market Supplied: | . o . ,
National ‘ : \ .03 - S L12x ‘
International - .08 . 4 19xxx

Training Programs for:

Supervisors Jdbx : ST 031xxx
Managers \ A‘, ' « 21xxx% K \ e 32uxx

Frequency of Use: } .

Academic Programs: ‘ .09 : C.18xx
(Courses) - N : "

Major Corpofations

Supplying Technical ‘ . 24xxx © L36xxx
Information , L o o _ » \
Professional Asso- - 19xx
‘ciations o :
Trade Publicatiomns ) .07
Busineés-Periodicals o .07 - L : C J31xxx
" Consulting Services 18 _ (  19x%x
. A L o -
Govérnment Agency ) W16 ' LA7x
Programs (Courses) ' C '
Government Agenc§ , Ceel2 ; C 4+ 297xx
Publications o ‘ \ ST S
Subsidize Tuition = A1 o 50%xx
Profitability < .13x : B .5
Success in Obtainiug .08 S S J24xx
‘Financial Aid . -
Tax Assistance Preforred: ‘
. Depreciation Allcwance | .10 ‘ ' o ¢ 35xxx.
!
Tax Incentive to Exporters .01 < 23xxx




N
\

Log Transform of Size

Dimension ) Y Size .
(Number of Employees)

Tax Assistance Preferyed

Cont'd. :
4
Tax Allowance to TFirms | 07 ~ L 22%xx
Competing with Imports :
Reduce Corporate Taxes' .09 B W 37xxx
\ , :

Problems: \

‘Failure to Adapt to .00 o L e22x=zx
Change ‘ I s '
‘Shortage of Capital - 01 ) :; o= 03

 Managerial Incompetence . . .02 : . _ S 29x%xx
Lack of Planning . - .01 B E 24x%>.
Lack of Bﬁdgeting ‘ —JOIVJZA" L o U 18xxx
and Control ' VR o o

Strengths:

. o R ) .
Flexibility ' —- 25%xxX .
Specialization.' S - 03‘ N T 16XXX -

Employee Freedom and - “»” ,j~;08{j - ' '-°V3OXXX‘

Discretion _ o S ' : :

A -~ . R

Pe%cént Time Spent.on . - 20%x - T = 22X

Short-Range Planning L o

Formalization

Reliance ca Policies and - ° a0 ’ o . 30xxx

Procedures ' ' ~

Duties, Authority and .

Accountability are . . , : .
Documented in Policies, = . .16x. .~ ' <24
Procedures or Job ' ' \
Descriptions . v '




Note: °  x indicates significaut correlation at‘,05 leVél‘

(Number of Employees)

Dimension Size Log Trarsform of Size

Reliance on Policies and
Procedures, Cont'd. . |

Performance Appraisals .
are Based on Written L15% T, 22%xx%
"Performance Standards ‘ '
or Criteria :

Standards of Performance
and Control Systcms have B 5 $23x
been Established in
' Writing _ ‘ ' ‘ S '

Written ‘Documents (Such
as Budgets, Schedules, .
Project Specifications, L12% - S -25%xxx
Procedures or Program - '
Plans, Jcb Descriptions,
etc.) are used as an

Ingegral Part of Job-

2

xx indicates significant correlation at .0l level
xxx indicates significant correlation at .00l level

\




Comparison by Size and by Canodian vs,
Amevican Ownership

In this study 86 interviecws and over 300 questionnaires were

\

géthered. For purposes of this report éompanies'owned~by'otber than

Canadian or United Statcs control were dropped from the énélysis, A
, \ .
" total of 309 firms remained for analysis. They are distributed as

follows:

Cauadigﬁ Ownei | American Owned ~ Totals .
Under 125 employees s 25 . 143
125 - 200 employces 62 .30 L Y
Over 200 employecs . 46 . .[_ - 28 . 14
| | o E | 309

Andlygis

The suppoftingitableé:ﬁféééngéd;ﬁefe a%e the résults bf“a
VDatatest ANNOVA frogramiéuq.use}thelan;lysié of ﬁériénce E‘~Stqfis%ic.
The tables preseﬁt.means and.samblé éize fér:eacﬁ ééil. F ratios and
their éignificénce will fqiiow eééhitafié; :The level;of:sigﬁificancé

for any F ratio will be expressed as follows: S

NS

i

Not Significant

it

Significant -at ..05 léyel

li

~%% = Significant at .01 level

N

**% = Significant at less than .001 Jevel

F1 = Refers to the test for significance of size of firm
F2 = Refers to the test for significance comparing Canadian
and U.S. owned firms /

F3 = Refers to test for interactions
‘ . \ .

For purposecs of this report the reader should examine the F, statistic.

\




Planning

Conceptually,'planning is the étarting point in.the cycle.of
managerial activities. The quality and nature of the plénning.process-
dictates, t; d‘conSiderable extent, the méthods of‘OfganizétiOn énd.‘
control processes used in adminiétration.‘_lt“is iﬁtgrestiﬁg t§ note

then that there are siginficant differences in the mature of planning
as a function of size of firm and type of ownership. Smaller sized

| o : o
firms spend a considerably larger portion of ‘their time on "fire fight-
ing'" and short range planning, in comparison to larger firms. However,

the nature of plénning is affected by ownership type at every size
classification.-~1t is the Cahadiap firm,-as opposed'to its Awerican

\

owned countevpart that spends a maller portlon of its time on *ong

range planning and.enoawea in a short term "f:re flohtlng approach to

'

planning activities.

Organization and Control - = "~ - e
Management analysts and sociologists can compare organizations:
on their degree of formalization, the reliance on written policies, .

procedures and instructions (see Hall [1972] Organizations: Structure

and Process). Five questions in the Siegel/Hecht study refer to the

degree of formalizationt : S

- extent of reliance on poliicies and procedures,
- to what extent are duties and accountablllty documpn*e
in procedures and job descriptions, : T

- to what extent is perlo)manco upﬁralqal baseu on w11tten
performance standards or crltelxa LT o

~ to what extent have contrél systems,been established

e in writing, - S . S




- to what evtent ‘ave written documents (budgets, schedules,
project specifications, program plans, etc.) used as an
integral part. of the job.

i

LY

Responses to these questions showed little variation with size
of firm. Overwhelming and Lighly significant differenceswwere found

in the responses of exccutives from Canadian and American owned firms..

Al

Canadian firms appear to be lagging behind their American counterparts

in the degree of reliarice’ on formalization. 7To the extent th?t formali-

zation provides order and standardization in a firm, reduces ambiguity

by specifying desired performance, Canadian firms are experiencing a-

significant deficiency. This could be reducing the eificiency of .

-management in Canadian firms.

A

-'Supéll o o S VVQJ‘NJ; n '?

Harbison and Myéf§ (1958); in\théir study, Management in the

Industrial World, noted that as industrialization advances the propor-
P o L e o R
tion of managerial resources in the labour force must increase in ‘the
.industrial society. If we .adapt this analysis to study individual

firms 'and control for the. size of ‘these:firms, we observe that Canadian

f

owned firms tend to have & significantly lower managemant/employee ratio.

To some extent the number of managers per a given sized employce force
. o . - . v . . i

represents a potential resource contributing to the efficiency of the

firm. Canadian firms seem to be getting ‘along with less managerial .

4
1

resources. D L R ' : o

Lducation, Training & Development
3 gt 9]

¢

Training and development represents)a systematic way for an
: 8, Lop ;

organization to meet its wanpower needs, for upgrading skills, and for
. ‘ _ A ) , X S _ ;
adapting to technological change. Potentially, training and development
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activities can be a most powerful set of mediators ko increase mana-
gerial efficiency. It 1s interesting (and discouraging) to observe
7 . N

T . the two patterns. of results encountered in our study. First, and quite .
: 4 \ \ .

1 A}

understandably, smaller firms do less in the area of training and de-
velopment for managers, supervisors, clerical and blue collar workers.

Second, Canadian firms, at every size category place less of an cmpha-

\ . ) N . . .
sis on training activities. 1In addition, Canadian firms are more reluc-

R

tant to subsidize the tuition of their émployeea and contribute to their
self-development program. VWhen we exanine the frequency of use of

"outside" sources of information and education, the Canadian-American

o !

differences persist. Canadian firms make significantly less use of
T o 3 -

- programs offercd by academic -institutions, major corporations or govern-

o

ment as well as their own government's publications. =~ - - B

Technology

. The size of an organization is significantly related to both

" the depgree of automation as well-as reliance on computers. . This raises
S S e S o o
‘questicns about the ability of our generally. smaller Canadian firms in

‘the maﬂufacturing'séctor.'_Whén siZe'dfffifm_ié\cohtrolled,vthéfe isA

'littlé difference in degrééioffautdmétiqn but a Shﬁstantial‘épd signi-
- e _ ficant aifferencé emerées\in £he use‘of édmputers{yglf‘bne plécgs é;
pﬁsitive vaiué 6n the benefits_acéruing from dbmbuﬁerizatiqn tﬁeﬁ:Cana~

)

dian firms are again disfavoured.

: Intensity of Coﬁpetition

The nature of. competition can be a significant mediator on.the

.resources of the firm. It is interesting to note that regardless of
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size category Canadian firms report having sipnificantly moie serious

competitors than their American owned counterparts operating in Canada.

However, it is the american owned firms who rcport a significantly

higher degree of innovation originating out of competition: To coin

a popular phrase with regard to competition, Canadian executives "are

getting more and enjoying it less'.

Fast delivery, meeting specifications, and service are three
. . . M N - N ' . B

“ areas in which Canadian firms report significantly more intense compe-

tition than their American owned comparison group.

Financial Resources

. The chief executives responding to the Siegel/Hecht survey were

~agked to reflect on what'they ponéid@r tQ.Be their ﬁéjor problems.

Shortage of capital was seen as‘a‘far,mére serious problem by executives

. : o e S o
in Canadian owned firms. Concern over ‘sources of capital seems to drain

off concern from other problem areas for these executives. ' Failure to

adapt to change, lack of plahning;gpobf:markgting and salesy lack of

R
S

skills and experiences were seen as more sérious problems for. executives

in U.S. owned firms. Evidence that shortage of capital is a salient
and distracting problem for Canadian firms can be found in responses to
l)"

two additional queries: "Have you attehpted to obtain financial aid

The responses of executives from Canadian -owned firms were significan-

tly more affirmative suggesting that in the struggle for survival, energy

is being drained away from other problem areas.

Chief executives were asked to rate the profitability of their -

firm relative to the industry norm. Both the size and ownership trends

Y

emerged with Canadian owned firms being rated lower in profitability.



.

The same two trends (size & cwnership) are reflected in sales, net
worth, and pre-tax profit figures supplied by these executives.
» :
- !
A .
v
#*
-




Planning

Table 1

Percentage of Time Spent on Short Range (Less than 1 .yr.)
as Opposed to Long Range or Medium Range Planning

Size ‘ .~ Canadian - U.S. qugg.
<125 73.55 61.74 -
125 - 200 - , 72.00 59,10
> 200 - ©59.22 -  58.04
: : ; , A
Fp = 2.99 o s.g. .05 %
F, = 7.49 L. 007 *®
= NS | | |
Fy |

Organization and Control

General Question: How ‘much. Rc]:ancL is placea ‘on written
' pOllCl°5 and proceduLes7 (Scored on a

l 5 scale)
Size = . _ganadlan_‘ \ . U.S.-Owﬁq@ a
< 125 2040 0 2,800
125 - 200 S 2.630 0 . 3.00

> 200 2.63 ., . 3.1
F; =, NS | S
F2 = 8.56 sig. at .004 *%
F, = NS
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Table 3 _ ' o :

Specific Question: To what extent are duties and accounLaleJLy
: documented in procedures and job descriptions?
(Scored on 1-7 scale)

Size N Canadian - p;S, Owned
< 125 . 3.38 5.1
125 - 200 . 3.86 S 4.33
>200 4,09 . . 4.83
Fpos o NS oo B
F, = 15.47 o Sig. > L001 #%
F, = ;.09 S oss

Tabie 4

To what extent is jerformance appralsal based on wr1tten perfor—
formance standalds ot cr1Ler1a7 (Scoxed on l 7. scalc)

Size o CAnadian’j- . - u.s. Qgggg
< 125 © 251 3.86
125-200 2.86 4,00
> 200 3.29 4.57
P gs_ | R
F,=22.21 - . Sig. > L00L #x%
F, = NS




. Table 5

To what extent have standards of pevformance and control systems ,
been established in writing?- (Scored on 1-7 scale)

Size - © Canadian U.S. Owned

< 125 . 3.01 - 3.73
- 125 -~ 200 : 3.89 4,52
S > 200 - 3.93 ' 4,44
= : . *
Fl 3.79 _ . .‘02 !
F2 = §,81 . ' .03 #%
F3 f NS

Table 6 .- .~

To what extent - are writteﬁ doéﬁmedts (budgets, schedules, project
specification, program plans, etc.) uéed as an integral part of job?

-§i£g o .Canadiééf\é i " U.S. Owned
<125 o ha24 T 518 e
0125 - 200 . 40750 0T 554 o
-> 200 479 5.42
fp o 18 .
'F, = 8.52. < sig. at 004 **
F, = NS




. Supbll

Table 7
Average Nuwber of 'Managers"
 Size ~ Canadfan - U.S. Owned -
< 125 3.98 ' 6.04
125 - 200 7.91 10.20
> 200 30.02 : - 44,58
Fl = slg. at > .00] #%%.
F2 = 51gf at . .O?
F3 = _NS
-Education & Training B
Table 8

Frequency of Use (On a Scale of 1f7) -

- a]l Academic Programs

Size , ~ Canadian : ':*EA_:"yQQ;-nggg
<125 237 . 3,56
125 - 200 2.83 o 3.27
> 200 ' 2.83 ¢ 2.77 -
' Fl =-‘:NS' . | 4
= 6. - C *
. F, _6.?8 | .01
= ! ' . .*»
Fy=3.23 o .04

N
F

b] Progfams Offered by Major'Corpdrations

AN

Size Canadian  U.S. Owned
<125 2.97 | 4.65
125 - 200 - 4.20 - 4,17
> 200 3.43 - 5.05
Fl = | NS |
F, = 17.11 > L001 ##k

F, = 4.51 .0l %

35
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Table 8 (continued)
c¢] Professional Associatlen Programs
Size - Canadian — U.S. Owned
< 125 3.55 - 3.67 ) !
125 ~ 200 . 4,32 . 4.28
> 200 ' 4,14 . . 4.71
| F, = 3:63 .03 ®
F2 = NS
F3[= NS
d] Business Periodicals
Size .Canadian U.S.'Owned
S <125 3.53 s 471
125 - 200 4.85 - 4,46
> 200 . S 5.07 - - 0 5.000
Fpmbersm 0L
F2 = lNS} | N
«‘4 = R ) -' "5 E
Ty = 3.87 Lo ek
. €] Government Courses
Size - Canadian Uu.s. Owhei
< 125 ' 2,09 . 3.25
125 - 200 2.69 A .. 2,20
, > 200 2.48 o 2.4y ,
Fl = ~NS
F2 = NS | » . -
KE, = 4.65 01w

* This significant interaction shows that for small companies the U.S.
owned firwms make much more use of Canadian government courses.




i
Table 8 (continued) -
Government Publicatioﬁs
Size Canadian . U.S. Owned
< 125 . 2.54 C 2.94 . '
125 - 200 . - 3.40 : 4.15 o

> 200 | 2.24 . 3,61

Fl = 5,01 .008 #=%

- o F, = 3.54 .05 %
F3 = NS
.TaEle 9 -

Do you subsidize tuition for your employees?

Size = ;1Canaaiaﬁ A;fff;f.ﬂT U.S. Ownqg:-
< 125k o “.t:;;f'.}éia:flii;‘:i;,
125 - 200 R |
> 200 S SR

B, = 6.8 . .002 wk

F, = 28.83 > .001 #xx
o= 6.38 .002 ®%

Note

Chi square statistics were calculated on the percentage of firms who
have "in-house" programs for employees, supervisors.and managers.
Results clearly indicate that in each'area and in each size grouping
U.S. cwned firms made more significant investments in devélopment

Programs, -

37 -




Technology
Table 10

Degree of Automation‘(Scored‘on 1—5'sca1¢)

Size - Canadian
< 125 . 2.66
125 - 200 B 2.81
> 200 2.96
F2 =. .NS
F, = NS

Reliance on Computers (Scored

Size L Canadian, =
< 125 | 141
125 = 200 S 2,30
> 200 2,26
F, % l%i§3
T, = 22.48
F3.= NS

i

on 1-5 scale)

e . U.S. Owned .

> .Obl %**

5,001 ks

38




. Table il

InLen ity of Compotltlon

272, 3=3- 5 4=6-15, “5=15+ )

a] Number of Serious Competltars (1=1,
. Size Canadian U.S. Owned
< 125 3.38 2.88
125 -~ 200 3.25 7 2.67
> 200 3.16 3.00
\ F, = NS | !
F, = 9.32 .003 #** ‘
F3 = NSA
b] Innovation Originating out of Competition .
Size Canadian ~U.S. Owned
1 . ’ ‘— . \ .
< 125 3L 48
125 - 200 48 .73
>.200 }441_“;;]-fn .93
' Fi =,2,50 }Ai ' :OBV‘.
F, = 7.76° 006 %
F3 = NS
c] Intensity of Competltlon - Service . . h
(ngher number indicates more 1ntense competltlon)
 Size Canadian U.S. Owned
| <125 5.87 5.13
125 - 200 5.53 5.14
> 200 5.46 5.19
A
- A« = %
F2 .05
k., = 'NS

39
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Table 11 (continued)

Intensity of Competrition - Fast Delivery

Size Canadian
< 125 . 5.52
125 - 200 5.27
Fl = NS
Pz\= 6.26
Fy = NS

N

U.S. Owned
- 5.13
4.90
4.67

Intensity of Competition ~ Meeting Specifigationsr

Size . Canadian‘
< 125 . 4,96
125 - 206 : _ '4,60 T
> 200 » V:4.§5'>_:-'?
F2 = 6,73
F, =- NS

U.S. Owned
4.29

4,23
4.00

01 %

40




Table 12

Is Shoxtage of Capital a Major Problem? :
(Larger number indicates more serious problem.) .

Ny

Size - Cenadian U.S. Owned
\ . .
So< 125 2,12 ©1.56
125 ~ 200 - 2.25 4 ©1.59
> 200 ‘ 1.98 - 1.52
F, = NS | o
F, = 10.97 .002 %%
F, = NS




Outcomes

.Tabie 13

Each chief executive was asked to rate the profltablllty of his flrm
on a seven point scale . : .

Size Canadigg U.S. Owned
< 125 o446 5.08

125 - 200 4,95 . 5,30
> 200 5.23 a -~ 5.33

F. = 3.58 | 05 % -

'Avgragé levél of sales in last 3‘y§Qrsf 
Size. © Camadian | -° ¢+ U.S. Owned
<125 . U 1e4,732 . 1 456,389

125 - 200 ' 584,082 S 615,769
>200 . 1,546,571 2,096,250 -

=
1

39.0\9_ ._ < ,001 -k‘*:'c

F, = 3.86 .05 %
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- "Les petites entreprises doient-elles

survivre", Dell'Antellio, P., Vol. 69,
March, 1967, pp. 17-18. -

. "Where Small'Buéiness Goes Wrong",
"~ Vol. 85, May, 1965, pp. 60-62.

"Whither Small-Business", Donham, P.,
March, 1957.

N
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\ APPENDIX I (continued)

Harvard Business Reviecw,

ffice ‘Administration,

!

Personnel Journal,

Pcrq01ﬂel Psycholog},

Personnel Psychology SympoSiﬁm:

P

"fffective Management in Small
Business', Freedman, H.S., March, .
1952, ‘

"Can Small Business Use Consultants?",
Kantzman and Samaras, May, 1960.

‘ "ManagemenL ASSlGCaHCG for Sma]l
: Bus:ness ~

ﬁvaernment Sponsored Courses Help
Prevent Business Failure'', Vol. 13,
March, 1967, pp. 64~065. '

: \

"Management Education in Smail Busi-
ness", Crisafulli and Simon, Vol. 31, De

December, 1952, pp. 247-50.

"Synthetlc Validity in Small Indastry ,‘

Gulon, R.M., Spr1n 1965.

- "What can Psychology do for Small.
~ Business?", Lawske, C.H., et al,
“Vol. 5,. Spring, 1952, pp. 25-39,
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1

1. Number of full time cmployces in the organization?

{

2. Of this 'total, how many are wanagers?

3. Age of the lem (1n yaars)

4. How many v&]q of management are there in your organ1/atlon7
- (from 1st line supervisor (o president)

5. How mony subordinates report to vou as the Chidf Lxecutive Officer?

1

6. How many subordinates report Lo the First Line Supervisor?

7. 1s your firm

(a) A Proprietorship?

(b)) A Partrership?

(¢) A Limited Private Company?
¢ . PR

e

(d): A Limited Public Company?

(e) A Public Cbmpany on the Exchange?

8. In thls erm are you ' ) .
\ » _(a) The Founder7
*(b) A ncmbcr of the. Founder s family?
(c) , anter ‘ v : e

9. What is your agg?ti
___under 30{' 

:«.‘i'i‘
.o

A .
10. Is the majority of ‘the f{irm's. ownership

,~5f __40-49;. '50—59;‘ _60 or over f

“(a) - Canadian? L
(b)" American?
Y -o(e) Other (pleasc specify)

ook S : -

11. ?odition:o% resRoudent ,
P . Tide ,

z
/




*-

B.

I”“OVATTON

Has your firm been succcessful
innovation in the last five year

" (a)

(b)

.(c)

(d)

(c)

(0

in

in

’

in

in

res

in

i

your product line?

. . E 4
your marlketing techniques?
your manufacturing fa0111L10

the amount and dlractxon ojgyour
search effort? ' :

the background, training, and

technical skills of your emolovecq
- sales, manuiacturing, research,
or management? -

Other (pleasec specify)

in introducing any relatively

Yos

i Lo

— ran

major

No

Please describe vhat stlnulaLeJ vuur major innovation in any area

From

(a)

(b)

12,

13.

14,
COMPETITION

15.

(c)
(d)
(e)
(£)

Whlch of the following TGP'OqLﬂt vour

(a)
(b
(e)
(@

what source or sources did the innovation criginate?

aca

demic

trade journals

con

e'ultants

—————

ca”petltlcn

ra°u1t of consumer or 1nduerJal

1nLcr1a11y generaLed

imports

in order of

‘demand

N

two main sources of cowmpetition
portunce7 (Use numbers

major corporations operating in Canada ____

small Canadian enterprises’

‘government

1

and

)]




Tn the Tollowine questions (and similar ones), the iden is to civele the
number which best describes vour opinion. 117, for example, in the following
question you considercd that price way a very intensive part of competition

“you would civele 7 i you codsidered it aniamortant, you would cirele 14

if in between, then circle one of the numbers from 2 te 6 to show the degree
of intensity you place on price. :

16. How intensive arc the following arcas of competition in your industry?

(Circle appropriate answer) * Not inteusive Intensive
(@) price o o D HTal 20 a4 s 6 1.
(b) design or duality’bf product fifll\.‘ 2 3 4' 5 6 | ‘f
(c) prompt delivery o 7 1 o2 3 4 5 6 7
(d) flexibility to ;eet consumer _ | . |
specifications ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(e) - service - 12 3 45 6 7

17. Which of the following represents your main competitive advantage?
o H ) } A =}
(please check one only) :

~ (a) price _____
(b) design or quality”of product
(c). prompt delivery

d) . flexibility'to‘méet;cphéumerfsbecifiéations..A

(e} service

.18. How many other f{irws manufacturing in Canada do you consider serious

competitors? 1; 2y - 355;ﬂ'5_-6715; “15+
19.' Which of_thg-following mérkets\ara-Supplied by your.firh?
(a) local . Tl o
(b) national L -;, ‘-” .A: “i R o .
(c) regional .
(d) international

\

20. Of the following, select the
customers '

0

ne which represents the majority of your

(a), « consumer
(b) other companics ‘ ‘ ‘ -
(¢) government

21. What percent of your total salesd last year was -accounted for by the
customer who toek the lareest share? - '




firm or have jou hoen
If you answercd noe to
in the last two years

g RN L
D. EDUCATIGN ARD TRATNING K

In the last twe years, bhave you acquired or

werged with any other

sequired, no

the previous gquestjon, have you been appreoached

with a takeover bid or an offevr to werge? yes o
_ : _ ; e — —

1%
ST . . i

%

. 24, Circle the number of yéars of education you have completed
Grammar School High School College Graduate Schootl
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8 9 10 1112 -13 14 15 16° 17 18 19
25. If you are a graduate of a university, please specify . \
B (a) the degree you obtaiied ‘ ' ,
(b) the university attendad .
~ 26. Tor cach of the following please indicate whether there iz :
s (1) No Training Program (2) On-the-Job Training (3) Separate Training.
Use numbers 1, 2, or 3 to easch part’ )
() ‘apprentices D o 7~A“'_wﬁ s '
(b) operatives ,
(¢} clerical ‘
(d) supervicors o
(e) managers ' -
. . . B - G . .
27. Of the following, which sources of educédtion or information are avoilable

to" keep you

informed about\bhsiness‘conditions, and how ofven are they
used? " I e ’ ‘ o

- Available oL Used
Yes o Infrequently Qfkey
(a) academic programs (courses) S o 12 3 4 5 6
(b) major corporations supplying ) ; -

- technical information ‘ : . 1 2 3 4.5 6
(¢y professional associations 1 22°3 4 5 6
(d) trade publications, ' » 12 3 4 % -§
(e) business periodicals . 1.2+ 3 45 6

{f) consulting services o . ‘1 2.3 405 &
(g) government cgency programs . S :
(courses) R . 1 2 3 4 5 6
(h) government agency publica- . -
‘tions- . 7 o 1. 2-3 4 5 6




.

28. Does your f{irm subsidize tuition for employews

wigshing Lo take-
academic courses? yes: no; If yes, what percentage of total?
, A : _ A \

E. = UNIONIZATION

29. Which of the following types of unions are represented in your firm?
(a) ' international ‘ . . ; oo _

(b) national o T U
' ' . - . L BT _t'.- . ) S ’ f o
(¢) -regional | : e e

(d) company

———

30. How many unions are rcpqcsentfng your firm's employccs?

31. What percent of the firm's cmployees  are union members? - .

“32. In the last 5 vears, has you firm been affected by a strike
among your .supplicrs or customers ' - ’ T

or within your firm

!

33. Describe the effect of the strike or strikes on the firm's operations

F.  FINANCIAL

34. How often does your‘étéouﬁténﬁjénd/bffauditor prepare financial statements
(a) weekly __ - .':~f""“»_--‘f“-.\ . '
: (b) monthly R ‘
, (c) quarterly
(d) scmi-anaually

(e) annually

35. Does your financial system provide information for answering the fcllowing

vestions? . - . _
. . 4 ' - " Yes. .. No o -

(a) should the business be expanded?

(b) what lending sources should be. tapped?
(¢) what cost aveas are cutting into profits?
(d) are sales up to expectations?



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

43.
44,
45,

(b) average level of pretax profite?

(a) open capital depreciation allowance’

(£) others (pleasc specify)

What is your company's:

(a) average level of net worth?

(¢) average level of sales?

(d) average level of capital 1nveatm=nt7

,f‘

How would you rate the profitability of your‘fifm in respdet. to the
industry? (Circle appropriate answer) :

" Below industry norm Industry norm  Above norm

14234‘5"67

“Have you made any attewmpts to obtain additionzl financing during the’

s
s

last two years? yes __no

If yes, were you successful? yes no

\

From what sources was this obtained?

Are there any fcdéral’prdgra&sffbfﬁwhich you firm could apply
for financial and/or Eechnica¥ aid? finaneial ___yes no

[———

‘technical . ___wes ___no:
Are there any prov1n01a1 goVérnmaht~aid;programs for WhLLh you
can appiy? R L - yes ___ o

Have you applled to. any such programs? yes  .__..'no

N

I1f ves have _you been succcsoful 1n obtalnlng govevnmcut a1d9
Wwhat forms of tax assistance ‘would be of use to your firm

Yes’ No -

(b) tax incentives to exporters
(¢) tax allowance to firms competing with imports
(d) reduction in corporate taxes

(e) corporate tax structure based on a step- 7 .- e
ladder system ' )
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46,

47.

48,

49.

~50.

51,

52.

OnTF( 1VFS

53,

. .
. N\

0f the rol]na\ny, which most accuretely desecribes your company's primary

mode of operation?

1 -2 3 , b 5

o ! |

B .
Unit Batch + Swall Batch " Large Batch Continuous ‘dass Froduction
‘(locomotive) ~*  (by 10's) . (by-100's) Fiow - (assemblyy
o : ;o (oil & Chemicals) : ~
. _ L |
How broad or narrow is the range 'of products produced by your organization?
(Circle the number which is west representative) :
Extremely 1 2 3 4 ' 5. 6 7 Extremely
Narrow - _ Broad

How much are activities ﬁequeuged in vour cowpany s work flow?

Very 11F§1e\ 9 3 4 5 6 7 A grea;
sequencing , . deal =~

How (technically) sophisticated is the manufacturing equipment in your
comp any? ‘ '

Hot very  1- 2 3 4 5. 6 7 Very

: 30phisticated : S >>"iA S "}TV cophlstléahed

'Wh?t pelcenr of your total raw naLe 1a1b conSLOts of &ectnLc 1 prqdudts

from other Jnduqule a?

v amraniosn i

To what ‘degree is your:productibhpaqtdmated?~(circle appropriate number)’

e A T S 4 LS
Manual . _ Little - Semi=~ ’ o © Mostly . Tully

Automation Automation - oL Automated - . Aqtomﬁted

What is the éxtent of your firm's reliance on computers?.

R . - - . . o \ -

1 ' 2 S T 5 ‘
None - slight - . moderate - considerable . - extensivy

What are your company's ochctlves? Select three and rank in order. of
priority to firm : (1 being most important; 2 is mext in importance and
3 is less important) B ' :

(a) community welfare __ - o (£ profit maximization

(b) * organization Stability —_— (g) . organizatiounal growth. —
() industrial leadership (h) organizational efficiency . ____;
() emplvyee welfare . (i) other - please specify —____-
(e) bhigh productivity - . : : - SN
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STRFF," iS5 .

54,

. 55,

57.

WEAENESSES

Using the scales shown please rare the extent to which the items below
are problems in your firm :

Not a problewm Moderate  Scrious
o _ ‘ ' ' problem
(a) Féi]ﬁty to adabt to change’ 1 2 3 4 5
(b) Qhurtage of capital 1 2 3 4 5
(¢) managerial incompetence 1 2 3 4. 5
(@) 1lack of plenniig 1 2 3. i s
(¢} lack of hudéeting and control 1 2 3 e 5
(f) poor marketing and salcs _ 1 2 -3 4 -5
(g) 1lack or imbalance of Skl]ls and - -
experience . 1 2. 3 4 5
Using the same scale‘rate the Eo]]owiﬂg as typical of vour firm
Luast‘strength " Moderate Great .

L. strength
k _

(a) ability to be flexible 1 2 3 4 5
. (b) ability to 9pcc1a114c toa - o ’ ,
’ ‘greater extent than larper flrms 1- .20 3. 4 5
(c) ablllty to meet malkeL nceds LhaL D » »
larger flrnm cannot mcet‘fn», AR 12, 3 4 -5
(d)- enterprisihg naturq of tﬁé>'An _ _ o
‘ managemeat ' - S R & 2. . . 3. 5
(e) oter (qpec1fy) T 1 2 3 5

Do you feel that it is essential (desirab1é7) for the Federal Government
to develop a small business bureau whose gole function would be to provide
financial and Lechn1ca1 an1sL1nCL to small flrnb7 ‘.
. ,

 yes " o -

Briefly, what has been your flrm s most pressing proolcm and how hﬂb it
huen solaod7- . :




ORGANTIZATIONAL & DECISTON MAK1]

What bhas been your most significant accomplishment in this organization?

1:: B '.2-,.‘ ‘
oA A
R 58.
“ »>
|
i
e .
59.
y )
»
60.
61.
»
62.

NG CLIMATE

In this question we would like you to give us' your ‘impressions of your
operating and decision making environment. (Circle the appropriate answer)

(a) Routine 1 2 37 4 5 6 7 ‘No; Routine

(b) Uncertain = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Certain

(c¢) Stable . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Changing -

(d) Complex 1 2 3 4 -5 6 71 Simple

(e) ‘Standardized 1 27 ¢3A 4 5:.\f6- 7Ii Not standardize

(£) Familiar ;.f”i*fl':_fig — ' o o
. _Problems 1 2 30046 5 .0 7 - Novel Problems -

(g)" Flexible 12 54 s 6 T Rigid =~

(h) Predictable 1  \2f :13;};-41i : é_ 7' .‘-fUnprédictéble-

.approach, to their‘jdbs9

(b) medlum range matters (1 year -3 years)
'(c) long range matters (over\3'years)_ : S ‘ T

How often are employees free to use thelr dlecretxon to adopt. th;1r cwn |
(Clrcle appr0px1ate ansgwer)

(1) Always- (2).Often . (3) Sometlmes (&) Not Often (5);Névér

What percent of your time is iﬁvdlved with:

(a) short range matters’ (1ess than 1 year)

g reliance on policies and procedures?

How would you describe company'
(1) Very informal (2)-informal (3) Neither

(4) Formél (5) VcryAFofma'




0 _ 63. The followine statcments dascribe verious characteristics of jobs or

s e . .. - *
\ organizational conditions that may or may nct exist in the cowpany
A For each statument you are asked to give two ratings: B : : §
¢ ¢ , : e ~ ‘ |
(Circle appropriate answer) How Nesirable © How _True
, o } . © Not very - False  Tru
(a) TDuties, authority and account- - decirable
. ability are ddcumentcd in ' - '
. policieg, procedures or job . : .
. . ! : . ' -
descriptions. . : 1.234367 123456 7
A N o )
. (b) -Performance appraisals are
based on written performance . ‘
standards or criteria 1234567 1234567
v N : .
(c) Standards of perforwance and . -
control systems have been o _ . ‘ o
established in writing 1234567 : 1234567
/
(d)  Written documents (such as
budgets, schedules, project
speci.{ications, procedures \
or program plans, "job des- '
criptions, etc.) are used as. , L :
‘an integral part of jcb. 1'23456.7 - 1234567
. . » : . . . . 4 e "‘< L. A N . "‘ . . ..
¥ : .
N ’
»
N
LY
v =
) '
L Y
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