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Executive Summary

Background

This report presents a multi-method evaluation of feedback from the inaugural cohort (2012-
2013) of Cumbria PFT’s Foundation in Leadership and Management programme (FIM).

The FIM was developed through a preparatory working group, including staff and managers, to
identify and target specific needs which were then cross referenced with national accredited
tools such as the leadership competency framework and NHS change model.

The first participating cohort was large and highly diverse in role and grade, which is an issue

reflected in feedback throughout.

Methodology

Four different data-forms were collected to provide a multi-dimensional evaluation; these were:
e The participants’ evaluations of FIM sessions (quantitative and qualitative);

e Two tranches of interviews with participants during and after FIM (qualitative);

e Interviews with the managers of participants after FIM (qualitative);

e A pre- and post-initiative survey exploring FIM participants’ self-ratings on a range of key

leadership skill indicators.

Results I: Session Evaluations

Systematic analysis of N=360 evaluation forms collected from FIM participants after taught
session yielded a wide range of qualitative and quantitative findings pertinent to each of the five
days of the programme.

Quantitatively, the overall mean satisfaction rating for FIM (i.e. taking into account all participant
scores for all criteria at all sites on all days) is a very impressive 88.30%.

Participants identified a number of themes they would take home from Day I, not least the need
to think holistically about leadership within the trust, the need to plan effectively and the value of

proactivity.

i|Page




e Following Day I, participants reported increased confidence around their roles and a greater
ease around the notion of upper-management.

e Following Day 2, participants reported feeling more self-aware, confident and assertive as a
result of what they had learned, and expected to be more reflective in their roles, and readier to
delegate.

¢ Following Day 3, Participants reported feeling more confidence to challenge “common
knowledge” in the working world, a greater comfort with CPFT’s structures and organisation,
more basic confidence in their own role and a decreased anxiety level around organising budgets
and finances.

e Following Day 4, participants reported feeling more motivated around their roles following
involvement in the day, more confident about future interactions with the people they manage,
less afraid of conflict and more enthusiastic about the future changes in CPFT.

e Following Day 5, Participants reported that they felt better equipped to cope with change,
motivated to try out the new tools with which they had been equipped, more confident as

leaders in general and that their capacity for empathy and understanding had been enhanced.

Participant interview findings

e Systematic analysis of N=10 interviews with FIM participants yielded six global themes: (2)
training content, (b) training organisation, (c) extant workplace impacts and constraints, (d)
projected workplace impacts and constraints, (€) extant personal impacts, and (f) hopes and
fears.

e Participants reported strong knowledge-transfer and the sharing of best-practice within the FIM
cohort itself. Participants reported having engineered new links across CPFT itself as a direct
result of their work within FIM.

e In terms of direct workplace impacts, new (team)working strategies and had been brought about
following absorption of FIM materials.

e Stronger empathy with others, and consequently more confident capacities for communication
and the management of conflict, were reported.

e Better understandings of budget situations and management were also a recurrent theme.

e Participants reported a much stronger sense of the Trust’s structures, and also a much better

understanding of their own place within it.
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e In terms of participant upskilling, meanwhile, stronger capacity for listening was recurrently
noted by participants. Better capacity to deal with stress was also reported, as were improved
time and workload management skills.

e A better understanding of leadership styles and techniques (and especially the use of the MBTI)
effected a more generally skilled, sensitive and above all confident approach to leading teams.

e A greater confidence (even faith) in the Trust and its vision/directions was reported as an output
of FIM, and particularly the first day thereof. Greater self-confidence was also reported by
several participants.

e Connected closely to confidence for FIM participants was the issue of positivity, particularly that
about their own future and that of the trust.

e A number of participants reported a FIM-driven movement towards a more realistic and
reflective working self; in short, they adopted a more careful, structured and inclusive approach
to their role and interactions with others.

e This awareness was also responsible for fostering worries in three areas: (a) a stronger
understanding of the weight of expectation upon leaders, (b) knowing “how little you actually
know” about management and leadership and (c) coming to understand the sheer range of
personality types, and personal needs, within any team.

e Several participants reported a newly-found enthusiasm for learning, which would translate into
more engagement with materials from FIM itself, or engagement with new training programmes.

e Participants reported sustained hope that greater understanding and cooperation would be

fostered within and between teams.

Managerial interview findings

e Systematic analysis of N=3 interviews with managers of FIM participants yielded three global
themes: (a) FIM expectations, (b) FIM impacts, and (c) FIM novelties.

¢ In terms of the impacts actively resultant of FIM, managers observed a wide range thereof in two
primary domains: (a) personal impacts (i.e. dispositional changes and upskilling), and (b) strategic
impacts (i.e. differences made in the workplace itself).

e All of the more dispositionally-oriented impacts that managers had previously anticipated
regarding FIM were reported as manifest in their post-FIM observations, as were some
additional unforeseen benefits.

o Participants were reported to have become more socially confident and self-confident,

and to be showing greater interpersonal authority.
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o Personal empowerment and development were also noted to have manifested in

capacity for professional autonomy.
e On the strategic side of things, impacts were reported in four distinct areas:

o Participants’ had enhanced capacity to work systematically and transparently at the top
of a team.

o Participants were now more skilled in the related fields of strategic communication and
organisation within their teams.

o Participants were more advanced and reliable in budgetary management.

o Participants exhibited a broad improvement in awareness of institutional context.

Participant survey findings

e Two tranches of survey data were collected, one at the very beginning of FIM (N=88
participants) and another (mirror) tranche after its completion (N=62 participants), to facilitate
assessment of longitudinal change.

e Participants were asked to self-rate in terms of confidence, assertiveness, communication skills,
openness, resource management skills, personal satisfaction, conflict-management, positivity in
self-image and positivity in how one is seen by others.

e  Workplace-based assertiveness, communication skills, personal satisfaction, conflict management,
positivity in self-image and positivity in how one is seen by others all improved across the course
of FIM.

e A statistically significant shift in capacity to balance managerial and operational aspect of role
took place during the course of FIM. A substantially greater proportion of the participant sample
(79.19%) achieved this balance post-FIM than did so beforehand (57.95%).

e Participants were also asked to rate their knowledge and understanding of CPFT’s organisational
structure pre- and post-FIM. Areas investigated were (a) understanding of services within CPFT,
(b) understanding of quality performance measures used within CPFT, and (c) understanding of
CPFT's organisational vision, strategy and business plans.

e There was a significant difference between clinical and staff and non-clinical staff, with the latter
rating their knowledge in all three domains more highly.

e  Post-FIM ratings increased significantly in all three domains. In terms of knowledge of services
within CPFT, the mean self-rating rose to 7.19; a relative increase of very nearly 20%.
Knowledge of measures and organisational vision, meanwhile, show relative improvements of an
even greater order (22.4% and 28.3% respectively).

v|Page




e The gap between clinical and non-clinical staff had closed.

Conclusions

e Reviewing the manifest aims FIM and the evaluation impact data, it is clear that — insofar as the
form of this evaluation can measure — the programme has either achieved, or is well on the way
to achieving, all of them. Moreover, there has been a secondary raft of latent impacts evidenced
from the qualitative data and elucidated above, which are equally worthy of celebration.

e The conclusion explores reflections of the training, plus four cross-cutting meta-themes that
consistently appear in all four forms of data collected. These are:

I. Institution, knowledge and networks;

2. Personalities, empathy and the MBTI;

3. Communication and conflict-management, and;
4

Confidence, motivation and optimism.
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|. Introduction

The Foundation in Management and Leadership (FIM) programme was developed from a strong
evidence-base within CPFT “...to build the foundations of effective management by setting the
context of the organisation, providing essential practical skills, knowledge and behaviours...”

(Cumbria PFT, 2012, p.3) requisite for the performance of day-to-day operational roles.

I.l1. The programme

The FIM was developed through a preparatory working group, including staff and managers, to
identify and target specific needs which were then cross referenced with national accredited tools
such as the leadership competency framework and NHS change model. Combining theoretical
perspectives, practical organisational knowledge and structured reflective learning, the overall stated

aims of the programme were to imbue participants with:

e Understanding of the scope of the CPFT;

e Understanding of the vision and values of CPFT, and how these apply to particular service
areas and roles;

e A developing knowledge of, and practical essential skills in, the undertaking of operational
roles;

e A broad perspective upon leadership approaches to encourage self- and team- development.

Specifically designed, thus, to provide insight into participants’ leadership styles, and to provide
opportunity for participants to develop confidence in management and team-working, the

programme comprised an introductory day followed by four sequentially-ordered modules:

I. Understanding the organisational context;
Self-awareness and leading for professional and personal growth;

Service quality and performance;

= @

Practical management of teams.
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Consequently, the intended outcomes for participants were stated as (Cumbria PFT, 2012, p.4):

o “Knowledge and practical skills to undertake your operational management role with greater

confidence;
¢ Insight into your leadership style and the impact of behaviours on your team and colleagues;
e Development of self-awareness;

e A deeper understanding of quality and performance measures and why they are needed to

build a successful health care organisation;

e Clarity of your role and influence within the service and wider organisation.”

1.2. Multi-site delivery

While there was a single introductory day for all participants, the remaining four days of the FIM
programme were replicated across six different sites for the convenience of participants (who were

widely distributed around Cumbria itself). These were:

e Allerdale;

e Carlisle;
e Copeland
e Eden;

e Furness;

e South Lakes.

Analysis in this evaluation thus takes account of the fact that each day of the delivered programme

after the introductory day is, in real terms, six different days of actual delivery.

1.3. Report structure

The remainder of this report is organised into the following sections:

e The methodology outlined the data handling and analysis methods employed in the

execution of the evaluation.
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Findings | reports outcomes from the participants’ evaluations of the taught sessions.
Findings 1l reports outcomes from two tranches of interviews with FIM participants,
addressing both the programme and the change projects.

Findings 11l reports outcomes from interviews with the managers of FIM participants,
addressing both the programme and the change projects.

Findings IV reports outcomes from pre- and post-initiative surveys exploring FIM
participants’ self-ratings on a range of key leadership skill indicators.

The impact analysis juxtaposes all key impact-related findings from the four prior sections,
and synthesises key aspects thereof.

The conclusion explores key cross-cutting themes appearing throughout the evaluation.
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2. Methodology

This report employs a mixed-analytic approach to the evaluation data collected. Four different data-

forms were collected to provide a multi-dimensional evaluation; these were:

e The participants’ evaluations of FIM sessions (quantitative and qualitative);

e Two tranches of interviews with participants during and after FIM (qualitative);

e Interviews with the managers of participants after FIM (qualitative);

e A pre- and post-initiative survey exploring FIM participants’ self-ratings on a range of key

leadership skill indicators.

2.1. Session evaluations

All participants at all sessions of the FIM programme were invited to provide evaluative feedback on

the sessions in which they participated.

2.1.1. Participants
The total number of evaluations received was N=390. This was broken down as follows:

e On Day I, n=65 evaluations were collected;

e On Day 2, n=89 evaluations were collected across the six locations;

e On Day 3, n=74 evaluations were collected across the six locations;

e On Day 4, n=82 evaluations were collected across the six locations, and;

e On Day 5, n=80 were collected across the six locations.
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2.1.2. Evaluation design

The evaluation form (see Appendix 6) was organised to generate two key forms of feedback data.

The quantitative aspect utilised five standard Likert scales requesting the following information:

I. Did you find the sessions informative?
(Not at all) | 2 3 45 (Definitely)
2. Did you find the course materials relevant?
(Notatall) | 2 345 (Definitely)
3. Do you feel clear on the programme session objectives?
(Poor) 1 2 345 (Excellent)
4. The quality of facilitation and general manner when dealing with the group was...
(Poor) | 2 345 (Excellent)
5. Did you find the environment suitable and conducive to learning?

(Notatall) | 2 345 (Definitely)

The second availed participants of an opportunity to provide more detailed qualitative data in line

with the following requests:

6. How relevant do you feel that this training has been in relation to your current job role?

7. Do you feel that the level of the content was appropriate, if not what would you suggest?

8. Can you identify at least one thing that you will take away from this day? (You can include
more than one if you wish to)

9. Is there anything else that you would have liked to have seen included in the day?

Finally, space was provided for participants to provide any additional information they saw as

relevant.

2.1.3. Data analysis

Likert scale data were analysed descriptively by question and Day-of-collection, and then

comparatively to explore differences between feedback on different days and locations. A Straussian
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Grounded Theory approach (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) was used to investigate qualitative
contributions, in which responses were initially free-coded, and then grouped into sub-themes and

meta-themes. Finally, these meta-themes were collected into common evaluative categories.

It is essential to keep in mind that this latter mode of thematic analysis is designed to display
the range of themes emergent of the qualitative data, and not accord significance according to
frequency of occurrence. From a Straussian point of view, every issue has potential ramifications and
it would be myopic to dismiss an innovative idea or suggestion because it is less statistically
significant. Indeed, innovation itself is often defined by the fact that it is not widely posited. All key

findings are presented in Section 3 of this report.

2.2. Participant interviews

Semi-structured interviews with a sample of participants in the FIM programme were conducted.

2.2.1. Participants

The set of interviews (N=10 participants) took place around two thirds of the way through the
taught programme. Participants were purposively sampled (see Silverman, 2010) to provide a strong

cross-section of the different roles and grades in the wider base of participants.

2.2.2. Design

Semi-structured (or ‘focused’) interviews are organised around a series of central broad and open

questions, with subsidiary topical ‘prompts’, rather than a rigid set of pre-defined inquiries.

‘...the interviewer asks major questions the same way each time, but is free to alter their
sequence and probe for more information. The interviewer can thus adapt the research
instrument... [to] handle the fact that in responding to a question, people often also provide
answers to questions [they] were going to ask later.” (Fielding and Thomas, 2008, pp.246-247)
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The core strengths of this technique in qualitative research are three fold:

l.
2.

Lateral comparability of findings is still fully achievable across respondents, but:

The respondent is also given the discursive space to voice ideas and thoughts that might not
have been strictly specified within the exact question; i.e. there is room for new and
potentially novel themes to arise.

The respondent can connect topics and concepts in their own way, providing a sense of how
they themselves understand the ‘bigger picture’, rather than being beholden to a structure
that demands they (a) may have to repeat things they have already said, and/or (b) may have
to answer questions in a sequence that does not seem logical to them — both of which can

often ‘frustrate and annoy’ respondents (Suchman and Jordan, 1990).

Semi-structured questioning thus focused around the following central issues:

o> @

The participants’ feeling and experiences of the training;

The expected/experienced impacts of the training;

Expected or experienced obstacles to such impacts;

Means for surmounting obstacles;

Changes in attitude towards management and/or leadership roles as an output of
participation in the FIM programme;

Workplace challenges that participants may be more aware of, or sensitive to, as an output

of participation in the FIM programme.

The interview schedule can be found in Appendix 4. Each interview was anticipated to take between

20 and 30 minutes in total, though some were longer and some shorter contingent on the level of

detail the respondent provided. Sound files from all interviews were transcribed verbatim, but are

presented in this report with necessary deletions for clarity of reading wherever practically possible.

These deletions are:

> WD

‘Minimal continuers’ (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998), such as ‘uhm’, ‘erm’ and ‘err’.
Word repetitions and stutters.
Aborted or reformulated sentence starts.

Linguistic idiosyncrasies, such as ‘you know’, ‘kind of like’ and ‘sort of.
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All data were transcribed and prepared for analysis by mid-June 2013; data analysis then proceeded

as outlined in section 2.2.3 (below).

2.2.3. Analysis

Data were explored for patterns and themes using many of the general principles of Grounded
Theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), and within Scientific Software’s ATLAS.Ti qualitative analysis

package. Grounded Theory, in its simplest terms, is:

...the discovery of theory from data systematically obtained from social research.” (Glaser and

Strauss, 1967, p. 2).

This analytic stance, thus, represents the endeavour to generate robust and defensible, practice-
oriented findings from rigorous qualitative analysis of a single data-set. Evaluative strategy herein
involves two central analytic steps geared towards ongoing category-refinement, as displayed in

Table I:

TABLE |: ANALYTIC STEPS IN GROUNDED THEORY
Step. Activity.

I. ‘Open’ Coding. The initial classification and labeling of concepts in qualitative data analysis.
Themes are discovered through careful examination and questioning of

the data.

2. ‘Axial’ Coding. The reanalysis of the results of step |, aimed at identifying the important,

general concepts.

With respect to step |, within the data corpus collected the themes identified closely mirror those
outlined as priority issues in Section |, due to the manner in which interview schedules were

specified. This phase of analysis is illustrated and evidenced in Section 4.1 and 4.2. Outcomes of the
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second stages of analysis, aimed at finding core patterns and tendencies in the full corpus of collected

data, are detailed in Section 4.3.

2.3. Management interviews

Semi-structured interviews with a sample of the managers of participants in the FIM programme

were conducted three months subsequent to the end of the programme itself.

2.3.1. Participants

A total of N=3 managers were purposively sampled to maximise variety, and interviewed about

their own experiences regarding the relevant FIM participant.

2.3.2. Design

Semi-structured questioning focused around the following central issues:

I.  Their initial hopes and expectations for the personal development of the participant in the
FIM programme as an outcome of their participation;

2. The impacts that the FIM programme has had on the participant’s own personal and
professional development (if any);

3. The impacts that the FIM programme has had on the participant’s workplace (if any);

4. Their own views on the differences between the FIM programme and prior initiatives of that

ilk.

The full interview schedule for the management interviews can be found in Appendix 5. Each
interview was anticipated to take between |5 and 20 minutes in total, though some were longer and
some shorter contingent on the level of detail the respondent provided. All data were transcribed

and prepared for analysis by mid-August 201 3.
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2.3.3. Analysis

Data were again explored for patterns and themes using many of the general principles of Grounded
Theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), and within Scientific Software’s ATLAS.Ti qualitative analysis

package.

2.4. Participant surveys

An online survey, using the Bristol Online Surveys (henceforth BOS) system, was designed to
provide an initial and post-hoc analysis of the demographic characteristics and self-evaluations of the

participating cohort, and thereby to monitor change and impact over the duration of FIM itself.

2.4.1. Participants

Two tranches of survey data were collected, one at the very beginning of FIM (N=88 participants)
and another (mirror) tranche after its completion (N=62 participants), to facilitate assessment of

longitudinal change.

2.4.2. Survey design

The survey' was designed to account for three key issues:

I.  The specific information required by CPFT itself.

2. The need to produce comparable, longitudinal data across two survey tranches (per-FIM and
post-FIM).

3. The core methodological imperatives outlined in prior survey work on management and
leadership, most notably those arising from the established Multifactorial Leadership

Questionnaire (see Bass and Riggio, 2006).

! For the full structure and set of questions, refer to Appendix 2.
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As such, an inventory of 57 questions, in a five-section format, was empl