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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20548

0

To the President of the Senite and the
Speaker of the House of Representati

This is our report on improvements neededin training

evalUation: It should help the Congress assess how well
the,,Civil Service Commission and the Federal departments
and agencies are fulfilling the evaluation requirements of

the Government Employees Training Act, Executive Order 11348

:and recommendations of q 1967 report by the Subcommittee

,on Manpower and Civil Service, House Committee on Post Office

and Civil Service.

. - We made our review pursuantto,the Budget and Account-

g Act, 1921n (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-

ng Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We, are sending copies of this report to the Director,
-Office of Management and Budget, to the Chairman, Civil Service

Commission, and to the Federal departments included in our

,

3

Comptroller General
of the United States

o
,
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S BRTTER EVALUATION NEEDEDo

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS , FOR tEDER&L CIVILIAN .

EMPLOYEE 14RAINING
Federal EiXecutive Department's
Civil SerVice ComMission

.

,DPIGEST

About 960,000 U.S. civilian eriiplaybles have

received about 45 million houp dfLtrain-:

ing, costing the Federal Government approx-
imately $216 million. How have the

Service Commission and the Fdaerat Execu-

tive departments

--Measured the effectiveness of this

training?

--Fulfilled the evaluation require -

ments of the Government' Employees.

Training Act of_1958?

--Progressed in implementing the
recommendations of a 1967 congres-

sidnal,subcommittee report which

concluded that Federal training

was not evaluated as required?

To answer these questions, GAO sent ques-

tionnaires to about 900 Federal Executive

department training and employee develop-

ment officers and consulted with Commission

officials and training' evaluation authorities.

The questionnaire results show that ,the

evaluation requirements of the Government

Employees Training Act,the Executive order
supplementing the law, and the subcommittee

recommendations are not being met adequately.

IThe extent and degree to which training

cost data was collected varied widely,

with many respohdents not gathering .

enougH dat4 for effective cost,.control.

(See p. 10.)

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.

6
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GAO recommends that the Commission define
and achieve a consensus among the Execu-
tive departments and agenci.es,on the ele-
ments that make up the total costdf
training and then insure that data on
these elements is uniformly determined
and ,capcted.

Ther6 was little use of the CommisSiOn's
Training Cost Model, developed in 1972
for making SpeCific cost forecasts,for
training operatiobs. (See p.,11.)

GAO recommends that the Commission deter-
mine why the cOSe-model has been little
used; amend and refine it accordingly, .

and then increase efforts to publicize it
to training officials at all levels

Although almost all respondents reported
. ,

that they had"written training course plans,
the plans often flaLsked the, specific fea-
tures necessary for effective future course
evaluation. (See p. 14.) '

GAO recommends that the ommission help
the departMents and agencies-develop
written training course plans which in- .

elude instructions for course delivery,
measuring course, results; and'modifying
and updating the course before future use.

Some perform ce ures were taken during
the course, on its completion, and
some after the t nee's return to the job.
The extent, detail, inch, and scope of
the measures used v ied widely. In many
cases the use of pasures was so limited

% that effective evaluation was impossible;
(See p. 17.)

While many respondents said that performance
was assess -upon return to the job (prob-
ably the most crucial step because-it

t
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demonstrates the adequacy and relevancy

of the course),.the type, timing, and. depth

of this assessment often fell;short of

standards suggested by training author -

ities. (See p. 17.) iii

PStatistical and exp6rimental : valuations

were not widely conducted;.t6se that Were' ,

done were elementary. Howev r, over 60

percent of the respondents g id they were

satisfied with the level of'evaluations

performed. (See p. 26.)

L.

Respondents' comments indicated that

probleMs with training were widespread

among departments, regar less of the size .

or scope of the training officers'respon-:

sibilities. Most respo dents who were

dissatisfied with the 10e1 of evaluations

lacked resources. Othqs lacked statittir

cal and
experimentalk4w-iiow., and some

l
mentioned lack of mama' ent interest.

qIn addition, respondegs stressed lack

of management supported difficulties

with selection for training. (See p. 25.)

GAO recommends that the Commission reem-

phasize that it 4e departments' and

agencies' primary 4ponsibility to

control the trainin# of their employ-,

ees and to evaluateithe effective-.

ness of that trainipg. GAO also

recOmends that the Commission promote

successful evaluation methods among

the agencies and,;Ithrough its per-

sonnel managemenit.,evaluation func-

tion, monitoxLtedlagencies' evaluat-

tions of traini7ig.

The' Commission found the .GAO survey data

disheartening btxt said that, unfortunately,

it confirmed the Commission's suspicions.

The CommissioWadded,,"Hopefully, the

report will lead to the formulation and

implementatio of specific action recom-

mendations." I,

8
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To fullfill its_rola in providing training

leadership and guidance, GAO recommends

that the Commission work with Federal

departments and agencies on, the finqngs

and. problems identified in this report'

and determine stepa'to be taken for im-

provemenis.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION'

.The basic statute authorizing employee 'training

throughout most of the Federal Government is title 5,

United States Code, chapter 41 (5 U/S,.C. 4101 et seq.

(1970)). Executive Order 11348 of/April 20, 1967; gives

'agency heads additional direction on how to use the general

statutory authority. Both the law and ,the Executive order

authorize the Civil Service Commission (CSC) to issue

regulations governing various aspects of the law.

According to the Government Employees Training Act

(GETA),Public Law 85-507, July 7, 1958 (now 5 U.S.C. 4101

. et seq. (1970)), each department and agency head has the

primary responsibility.for conducting training within that

department or agency. The above mentioned Executive. order

requires eadh,agency head to plan, program, budget, operate.,,

and evaluate.training program6. The specific responsibilities

placed on department and agency heads by the law and regu-

lations include:

--Determining the department's training need

--Establishing and operating
training programs to

meet those needs:

--Establishing the criteria
for the selection of em-

plbyges.for training.

--Determining the method and extent:to which the

departMent will finance training. '

--Evaluating the resu4p_oF training.
*

.

--Reporting to CSC on training activities.

Under GETA and the, Executive order,.CSC is responsible

pxproviding,leadership and guidance to Federal training`

ofhctivities. Through its Bureau oTraining, CSC:
t

-7Plans,and.promotes the development, imrirovem

coordination, and.evaluation of training activities

. under the law.

1 0



--Assists age
and financi
attention t
ing, evalua

cies in the development of sound programs
1 plans for training, with particular
planning; programing, budgeting, operat=
ing, and improving training programs.

--Provides for identifying and disseminatin findings
of research in training echnolo

--Issues Government -wide training

SIZE ANDCOST OF FEDERAL
CIVILIAN TRAINING PROGRAMS

In. fiscal year 1973, abo
received a total of almost
costing approximately $216

trainees' salaries, whi
estimated salaries were
be approximately $500
training under four ge

egulations.

t 960,000 civilian employees
Million hours of training

illion.1 (This does not include

are not,reported,t6 CSC. If
ncluded, total training cost would
Mon. Agencies report employee

era 'caries:

Medica , scientific, legal,'
engin ering and related fiel
(professional).

-- Trades and cr afts, facilities ands.
services, and "how to" courses in
administrative techniques and skills
(technical).

Administr ion, management, and
supervi on cadMinistr'ative).

-- Clerical and office serviXc

orientation, safety eilth,
and communications er

Approximate
number-
trained

\:150,000

301,000

.21,000

\-

'207.000

Total

7a/

1 fiscal year' figures are the test available from CSC
t the time of our writing- April 1975. .

.959, 000

4
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Most trainees (71 percent) attended courses, provided

their own agencies. The remainder attended. ihteragency

or non-Government courses.

The total (approximate) cost of this traiding in

fiscal year 1973 was:

Tuition and fees $. 32,000,000

Travel- na per diem ,
52,000,000

Sc?kS, materials, and,6ther related costs' 7,000,000

Salaries of pert6ns engaged in employee

evelopment 4.nd training

imated salaries of training participants
/

Total

REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER
AND CIVIL SERVICE OP HOUSE POST.
OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE

115:000,000

95 000,0

11,000;000

0

In 967 the Subcommittee studied the, effectiv nest of

the imp ementation of 'GETA.: To determine the ext t to whic

trainin was evaluated, the staff-Visited field o fices and

met wi h training represent tives at various aep rtment and

agency' headquarters. -

In their report, they-suggested that:
I/

* * evalLation of training thould icalIgheg4m:-

with the determination of a.a6iitima lineed for train-

'ing in the first instance. * * * then alternative

methods, and their estimated_alterna ivecosts should,

*be evaluated. '* *.NeXt consideration %should be

given to ev. -uAtion of e training itself. * * * The

evaluat' step following this wbu d be a determination

of e employee's, performance on/ e job after train-

ng as related to his'performance prior to the train-

ing."

3
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The report concluded that most departments and agencies

-' apparently had no adequatetraining'evaluation process

Whidh egksctively encompassed all the evaluation areas sug- '
,.

gested2,above.

Additionally the'eport said:. .

"Evaluation is'the oneirea of training programs that

has probably suffered mare than any other. Training ''

needs have not always been properly evalUated. Methods

of accomplishing ._training properly have not always,

'been properly evaluated in light of the 'training need.,

Training courses themselves have not always been prop-

erly evaluated as to the Specific.objectives desired

by the manager sending employees to these ourses.

Employees' performance on the job is not bng properly -

evaluated in terms of the training which th'e employee

has received, presumably to improve this performance."'

The SubcOmmittee agreed that evaluating training, is .

a complex problem. "However," it added: N\

"The fact that it is complex is no excuse for nit

making a reasonable effort to evaluate,Whether or

not theGovernment is.getting a dollaf*s worth of

end prodtict for each dol4e it spends on training

its employees."

The report recommended that:

--Departments and agencies give concerted attention

to developing training:evaluationprograms which
cover all phases of training prom training require-

mentS to employee performance after training.

---CSC take leadership in developing more definitive

guides for training evaluation andnhelp the depart-

ments and agenOies implement these. guides.

1971 REPORT ON TRAINING

On May-25, 1971, we issued a report. (B-70896) to the
"--angig-iiriliitr-olements:needed in the management of-training



undei 'GETA in'` the Department of Defense (DOD). In 'response

to this report, which identified the same weaknesse6 in

accounting for training costs and making evaluations as the

1967 Subcothmittee report, CSC said:

"As outlined iti
previous-correspondence with GAO, the

Commission has begun to fulfill its role in the planning

and. management of training areas and is .acquiring the

knowledge and technical skills necessarnto serve in a

consultative and advisory capacity to Fe era .t4encieth.

In addition,the Bureau of Personnel Manageme alu-

ation, in its review of ag4ncy personnel func .

now examines such areas as the responsivenes-nf traih-

ing'to mission needs, the responsibilit or training

to mission needs,. the responsibil y or. trai g need
.

determination, development of s.,edules and priorities,

equal training opportunity minority groups and

women, counselihq-for se deliopment an idv ncement,

management attitudes towa d training, and t ning

evaldatiOW:.7.'

t
METHODOLOGY' FbR 3G24147 REVIEW

. AP

To examine the progress made in Amplementing the recoth-

1nendations of both the 1967 Subcommi-Ete report and our

1971 report and 'the current state of training evaluation,

.;ws cent a Ziebtionnaire -jske app. I) to randomly selected

strqining and: employee develoPment officers .throughout the

Fedelleclitive departments,1 These departments accounted

for about 82 percent of the Federal employees who received

training. in fiscal year 1973..
41,4%

1"Bxecutive departmen s," as used itt this report and as,

defined in the:Uni -d States Government drgarlization Manual

1973-74, include. e Departments of Agriculture; commerce:

Defense (including the Air Force, Army, Navy, and other

Defense agencies).; ealthe_Education, arid Welfare; Housing ,

And Urban DeveloPme t; the Interior; Justice; Epdr; State.;-:11

TransPortation; and *Treasury.

:14
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Our sampling ocedures were planned so that reporting
could be analyzed by,department and overall. In preliminary
analyses we'found few significant departmental differences
and are therefore reporting our overall findings.2

Ovetall, the responses contained information on approx.-
imately 300 courses.3 We asked respondents to answer the

questionnaire for the course for which they are responsible
(excluding correspondence courses, CSC training, and long-
term non-Goyernment courses), which "received the most effect-

.tive evalltation. Because the results represent what the
respondents believe to be their best evaluated courses,
their other'courses must receive the same level of evalua-
tion, less thorough,evaluation, or no evaluation.

The questionnaire was constructed after a review of
Federal training re ations and requirements, a review of-1TmN
training literature, d discussions with training author-
ities. It was designed to learn the,ektent- to wttiph train-
ing and employee development officifts. (1) identify- training
cOurse costs, (2) plan,lreviev, anCrevise.training c
(3) assess and evaluate the effectiveness and-benefit
training, and i4) have prolplems with training and its eva
ation. .".

We discusSed the survey results with Bureau of Tr ifting
officials and have, incorporated their comments where a pli-
cable. .

Our conclusions and recommendations are in chapter 6.

2In thisirepOrt, "significant difference" refers to statis-
tically significant differences determined by use of the Z
test at the 95-percent confidence level. See appendix III
for a description of this ter.:

.

3See appendix II for sampling procedures.

15
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

The 'questionnaire was sent to 881 randomly -selected

training and employee 'development officers from all Fdderal.

Executive departments. Discussions were also held with

CSC officials and with authorities in training evaluation. :



CHAPTER 2

COSTS-OF TRAINING _

The 1967 House SubcOmmittee reported that most Federal *.
departments and agencies apparently did not have adequate
systems fai- determining and reporting accurate training cost C.
The report recommended that:

"Departments and agencies should Consider establishing
better systems for keeping cost records of training
programs. This should probably be incorporated into

.existing cost accounting systems. The Civil Service
Commission should coordinate the program to assure
uniformity and comparability."

csc ,said, in response to our 1971 report, that:

"The major deficiencies cited in this report deal s.

primarily with the absence of adequate financial
management systems for.training in the DOD activities
audited. Unfortunately this problem is. not unique
to DOD--most Federal agencies have this same problem.
We feel that the reasons'why.this ds so are worth
some discussion. Large scale training of Federal
employees is still relatively new in the Govern- ',
ment and expenditures fbr such training have grown
over the past decade. Training management systems
have not kept .pace faith this growth for a.host-of2--
reasons, e.g.;;. higher agency priorities, lack of
systematic analysis, manpower and budget limitations;
and lack of top management concern." (Underscoring
supplied.)

CSC also said that it did not believe it would be
pracEical for DOD or any large Federal organization to
require that training ,cost items be identified in accounting
systems lipt that it would be possible for agencies to de-
velop analyticallysdeiived and periodically adjusted cost
estimates which would' be adequate for training.Management
purposes.

3

- The Federal Personnel Manuai'(FPM) .says that, where
'feasible, agencies should use available analytical tools
to compare the'Costs. of various training solutions' and the
values to be derived from them.

The use of cost data for evaluating training is also
addressed in the Bureau of Training's May 1971 pamphlet
entitled "Training Evaluation: A Guide to its Planning,
Development and Use in Agenby Training Course8." This

8e
17
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pamphlet suggests that, in general, the more costly the

course, the more comprehensive its evaluation ought to be.

Recognizing the nedessityof gathering costs as an

'important first tool in assessing training, in fiscal year

1972 CSC developed the Training Cost Model (TCM) which is:

"* * t a simulation model for agency training management:

use in.making specific cost forecasts with respect to

training operations. Its, potential applications range

from permitting agencies to make accurate performance-

*linked budget inputs for the training.flinction to .

developing estimates of the cost of a proposed training

course."

CSC believes the most significant use of all may be:

"* * *for providing a sound basit for including training

as a positive element in an agency's-strategicqlanning.
That is, as;agencies look forward in time anticipating

:the very substantial changes that are inevitable-, it

'permits them to cost.out training as one significant'

potential change factor; to cost out the implications

of any strategic decisions that involve training or

training-for-change; -and- to Ni.-nclude-

a very positive and concrete way in planning for agency
retource%alldeation over' the coming years."

Despite the complex concepts underlying TCM, CSC claims

that its-actual operation is simple-and'that, once the re-

quired basic assumptions are laid out, the calculations' can

be made by -clerical staff or can be coMpUter programed.

TCM calls for identifying each of the following impor-

tant cost elements:

--Total direct labor costs for staff associated with

training.

--Tuition.

-- Trainee salary costs.

----Travel and pet,diem, .

--Other expenditUres (books, materials, contractors,

rentals, and related costs).

We examined the ektent to Which the Executive departments-

accounted for the above cast elements and'ifted TCM:

.
s.,

18..,
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ACCOUNTING/FOR TRAINING COURSE COSTS

Although some respondents made no accounting of training
costs because "the cost of training would appear prohibitiv

'

or "management does not seem to care," 77 percent did some
accounting. Of these, some explained that they would h e.

no reason to collect travel or per diem costs if the ourse:
_on. which-they were reporting,was taught-a Site or
,,they would not always collect."-tuion and fees from their
bureaus or divisions for courses which they sponsored in-
ternally but, rather, would include such costs in their
training office overall budget.

Specific costs were accounted fci'ras follows.

Percent of respondents
(note a)

Direct labor e6sts for staff
associated with training 67'

/

Trainee salary costs (note b) ,60

Tuition and fees 61

Travel and per-diem 78

Other expenditures (books, materials,
contractors, rentals, etc.) 82

Total costs 81

a"Respondents" refers to the 77 percent who accounted for
training course costs.

Constituted about 58 percent of the total amount spent by
the Federal Government on training in fiscal year 1973.

Other differences surfaced as to what constitutes total
cost. Eighty-one percent of the respondents indicated that
they accounted ffor'total costs. However, 22 percent of these
respondents did'hot account for, the salaries of their training
staff. Instead, this cost was often included in tuition
fees of non-Government short,term and interagency' courses.

Sixty-six percent of the respondents who,accounted for
total costs included trainee salaries' and 59 percent accounted

'for both direct labok and trainee salaries, which together
,made up 80 percent of the cost of Federal employee training
in fiscal year 1973.

19
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USE OF TCM

CSC encourages, but does not.require, agencies to use

its TCM or other formal training cost identification systems.

About 12 percent of the respondents used TCM. Of those

who did not, 37 percent did not know about it; 21 percent

Had a better alternative; 13 percent said it was too com-

plicated to use; 11 percent said it did not represent their

osts; and 17 percent answered "other," adding such reasons

as ndatory course," "cost only necessary to justify a

new cour " and "no costs other than salaries."

Some respondents had doubts about the proper use of

TCM. They thought it was not suited to their training courses

because the)courses' subject matter was not quantifiable or'

measurable. Some said, "The course is required, so ,c0st

analy'is is not important." Conversely 74 percent of those

who used TCM did so to account for'costs pf required courses.

Respondents who collected data on total costs, including

direct labor and trainee salaries,
represented 78 perRent of

those who used TCM.,



CHAPTER 3

PLANNING REVIEW AND REVI ON

PLANNING

FPM requires each agency to review_eriodically, bUt no
less often than annually, its program-to i -- ify training
needed to bring about more effective performance a least
possible cost. The program should contain cditiprehensi e

,2 course plans which training officers are to follow.

The Subcommittee report said that:

* "* *.* consideration should 'Et.- given to evaluation
of the training itself, including such factors as
the length of the training course,the adequacy of
instruction, the course content and the relation-
ship of this content to the predetermined objectives
of the training; adequacy of training facilities;
and adequacy of training aids, etc.."

CSC materials suggest that a training-course plan include
written course Objective,s, the content of the course, the
method of presentation, how learning is to be measured, and
procedures foi ccAirse modification. Training authorities
also suggest that a plan specify qualifications for trainees
since the principles and content of a course may be excellent
but not necessarily useful to some employees.

Our questionnaire examined not only overall but also
specific components of course plans, 3 t as we examined both
overall and detailed items in cost colle tion.

Authorities agree that a good course plan should address:

Organizational needs: The knowledge, skill, and7hIlity
requirements for maximum effectiveness of the agency operations
which the course addresses.

Training objectives: The goals to be reached as a resuft'of
the course. The CSC,Guide states: "Ideally, they should be
stated in-pert-Vmance terms,, i.e., some actions or behaviors
which the trainee is expected to:exhibit as a result of his
training experience."

21
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Curriculum or content: The specific topics or subject

matter to be covered.

Programing of the course,aor le'sson plan, and the course '

material and equipment: The methodology and timing of the

presentation of the subject matter (e.g., 3 hours' lecture',

- 1 hour of slides, 1 hour Of discussion, and such necessary

equipment as a slide projector,, flip charts, etc.).

Trainee qualifications: The prerequisities that a trainee

must have (minimum readin4-rates, mathematical skill, or

machine familiarity, for example)., designed to restrict the

course to trainees who might benefit from it.

Critiques relating to spedific parts of the course: Trainees'

reactions to specific features of the course in the form of

comments that can be'tabulated and quantified as an early

step in the course evaluation.

ti

Measurement of learning:- A description of how the trainee's

learning will be measured 'both during the course and upon

completion. The instruments.developed for these measr

ments and specified in 'the plan are usually in the form of

. written performance tests or informal or formal demonstrations

or'discussions.

Validation and evaluation: A methodology for assessing the

- adequacy and suitability of the course:

Updating procedures: How to make changes on the basis of

observa4on or performance measures" and' how to reexamine

the original objectives to improve the course.

22
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Ninety percent of the rkpondents had written training
Course plans; how er, the individual components of a good
plan were not al ays included; as the following table shows.

Percent of respondents
(note a)

Organi tional needs 65'

Training objectives

Curriculum or cont nt

Programing of co rs

Course materia

Critiques relating to parts of
course

Measurement-pf learning
during course

Measurement of learning upon
course completion

Validation and evaluation

91

85

72

75

-47

62

51--

51

.Updating procedu 56

a'"itespondents" refers to the'90 percent.who had
written course plans.--

'Most plans covered the conducting of;: the course (i.e.,
the objectives, curricull#0, materials and eqUipment, and
lesson plans), but instre loons for measuring course results
were less often included. '

Less than half respondents had trainee qualifications
in their plans.. Authorities suggest that such qualifications
prevent the course from being used as a "reward" or a
temporary "dumping ground," which some .respondents mentioned
as reasons fon se1ecting employees for training.

14
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Over 60 percent of the respondents planned for -tourse
critiques. Although some studies show that' trainees who
enjoy a course are likely to benefit from it, critiques
do not-necessarily measure any learning that has taken '

place. Nevertheless, training officials said that critiques
are often used because they can be easily administered.

Less than half the respondents Planned for course
validation and evaluation." While authorities acknowledge
that the scope of this process may vary with the type of
course and ressuces available, most agree that it should
be in the overall course plan to the extent practicable. .

Strengths and weaknesses of a course are discovered
when it is evaluated after completion. Information gathered
and a reexamination of the original objectives are used for
course modification.' Training officials deem 3.t essential
to the success of future courses to plan ahead for feedback
and necessary changes. Only 56 percentqn!Lr_!!!!ndentsc'v
however,, planned for updating.

REVIEW AND REVISION.

Authorities suggest that measurements of the effective-
ness of training should-be made at three times: duripg'the
training, upon completion of the training, arid after return
to the job. Sixteen percent of the respondents took no .

measurements, 22'percent measured performance at one of these
times, 24 percent at two'of these times, and 38 percent at
all three times.

4 $

Performance measures during and
upon completion of course .

.
The CSC Guide stresses incourse evaluation to insure

that course objectives are beifrig met. .Along' with currant
literature on' evaluating training, it deStribes, as' shown
in the following table, both direct and indirect methods to
test performance during and at the end, of' a course.'

."
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Formal:

/

Informal:

irect Indirect

r opinion questionnaires
et-- classroom observation

cia Tdiscussions trainee conVersitione
r e.playing ,instructor "feelings" .

ase studies

There -re limiting features to these methods; for .

example, ( ) test construction is difficult,-(2)

pation class discussions may not demonstrate.actual
learnin (3) opinion questionnaires may reflect personal
biases and (4) observers must be familiar with the subject 41

mat4e

The timing of the perfOrmance measures may depend upon

eh type of test used and such course features as length,

s ze, material taught, and number of times the course has

een given, For example, if an observer is used, his
corsignts may be given at the end Of the day; a critique
may be used only - at the end of 'the' course; in a long course,
pencil and paper tests may be given at the end of ea64_ unit;
and task performance tests may be given daily if the'next
step depends upon the mastery of the previous one.

. ,



Fifty-eight percent of the respondents gave perSodic

performance tests during the course and 55 per,cent did so

upon completion, as shown below.

Percent of respondents (note a) .

Pencil and Instructo/7. Task

paper test rating test Other

Upon completion of

65

61

' 46,

,46

63

46

.b10

b

. course

2espondents" refers to the 58 percent who. took measures

during the 'course and the 55 Percent Who took

measures upon completion.

bOf those who answered "other," most used oral'exami-
nations, role playing/or peer critiqued sieasure-

,

ments.

0/1-the-job performance measurep'

Tests during and at the completion of training courses

measure learning from the course; feedback from these tests

helps improve course strategy lor methods. Evaluation upon

return to the job tells whether and how learning is applied.

Some,trainers'consider, assess4.ng the trainee's job

performance the most crucial phaseof evapiation beCalthe

it shows both the adequacy and the relevancy of the training;

a trainee may master techniques and principles but be unable

to.use-them. in his daily work. Thus, an important part of

the evaluation is determining the atount of transfer from

the course to the on-the-job situation and'how long the

resulting changes last. Also important is the examination"

of organizational changes r&ulting in improved supervision,
product quality, actual sa#4.ngs in the department 'or An .

improved morale ,and job satlitfaction.. Seventy perbOt:of'
the respondents said that performance was assessed ,on the

job after training. .

Of those making this assessment, about 70 percent,used
supervisors' ratings and job perforMance measAes. Forty

O

26
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percent used graduate_critiques and 13 percent said they
used "other" techniques--primarily informal observations,
discussions, and interviews With training staff.

While immediate checking upon return to A job may
indicate some learning, training experts consider a later
evaluation which indicates retention of learning and use in
the everyday situation a more valid, check. Marty authorities
say.that the posttraining appraisal shouldhe made after
3 months or more so that the trainees have an opportunity.
to practice what they have learned. Additional measures

z) taken later can validate the findings of this appraisal.

,
. Op respondents measured on-the-job performance at

4ifferent periods of time after training, as follows:

Less than 3 months

3 t o- 6 months

.6 to 12 months

Percent of respondent
"(note a)

55

S. -7

46

'After 12' , 21

a"Resandents", refers to the 70 percent who assessed on-
the7job performance after, training.

'Trainers also consider accurate results important in
measuring the effects of training. This means Abet measures
should not only be taken repeatedly but also that on' -the -job
performance should be measured in detail. 'Fifty-five
percent of the respondents rated the trainees' performa___
satisfaCtiory or not satisfactory, and 42 percent rated
performance on a graduated scale (e.v, very good,- good,

. fair, po6 , very poo', or from 0 to-100 percent). Eighty
. percent ted the trainees' job performance in relation to,

1/

-r

4

specific- parts .of their jobs.1

1

job -pe

t" refers tattle 70'percent 'Who assessed on -the=
formance after training.:

18
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Course modi.ficatiam

Trainers consider evaluation as a starting point for
course improvement. -.Feedback can lead to correcting weak-

.

,nebses. Ninety-three percent:bf the respondents formally
modified,'or updated, their training courses for the

following reasons.

Perdnt.of:respondents
(note a)

Change in current trends 69--

Change-in preestablished policies
,

or procedures
,

Change 'in goals, operAtions(kand/qx
conditions -;

56'

.1

Result of specific problems 56.

Result of benefits 34

-

,

Result of job performance- ratings

Change in,. or appraisal Of,
-perforMance

21

,

'Result of course pretestimg. 12-

..

All others (pirirnarily.. student and/or

- instructor critiques, and. evaluation's.)

a,"Respondents" refers to the .93 percent who modified

their courses. .

- The CSC Guide suggests that data do tXainee.

ment be-collected continuouslY-and'systematically and
followed -by appropriate 'course modification.

.

Less, than a quarter of the'ahalyzea training courses,

however, wereroodified as a result' of a trainee'ssubsequent
on-T,the-job. peformande, This Could be expected when, as

.Ammricmitay noted,oniirhall the tr9Ining;courSe. plans.

? 8
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provided updating pro es and less than 60'percent of.the

respondents measured ffectiveness during or upon completion

of the coutse.

Respondents said that some courses were charged to

keep the trainees interested.. If acourse was popular, its

existence was guaranteed whether or not the trainees

actually needed it. This also kept the training budget

and staff growing.

O

37

. X 29
20
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CHAPTER

EVALUATtON TECHNIQUES C
'

- ,

STATISTICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL APPROACHES - ... .

.

.

. ,

Reliable and rigorous evaluative research designs which
can be applied:to training have been develo?ed. The ideal
methodology requires measuring change from before training
to after; identifying to the extent.,possible cause and ef-,
feet; ana using statistically equivalent, randomly selected
experimental and control groups. When random selection is
not possible, equivalent results can be obtained by giying
precourse testing to..two groups to determine the differences
between them and then training one group and using the other ,

---

as a control group. If using a control group is not possible
a Series,of precourse and postcourse tests may-be adminis-
tered and compared"to determine the.influende the training ,

tfad on performance. .
-i':

.
Nineteen percent of the respondents used statistidal

or experimental methods to evaluate the effectiveness of
their training courses Df.these, over half (55 percent).
used the pretest and posttest method 4thout a.control z

...,_ _

group. Training officials and evalUation experts report that
this method is weaker than methods using control groups. The

following table slims the various techniques used by the
19 percent:-,,z. .

,

4,

a: 4
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Percent of respondents
--(note -a)

Compare the job performance of a large
(100-500), random, nonbiased sample Of
graduates with a similar sample of
workers who have,not received training
but who have been on the job as long
as the graduates.

Compare the on-the-job performance of a
small sample of graduates"(less than 50)
with the on-the-job

performance of a
similar sample of workers who have not
had recent training but who have been
on the job as long as the graduates

Compare the on-the-job performance of a
repiesentative group of graduates with
the performancd of' a matched, or non-
biased, randomly selected control group
after both groups have been working on. .' the 3db,the same length of time. (A
control grotiP is a group of employees
similar to the group trained with re-
spect tp'relevant personal characteris-
tics or attributes

that affect job per-
formance, except that they do not receivetraining.)

Adminidter, a pretest and,a posttest to
compare the job performance of a group.
of,people before training with their job
performances after training (no control
groups are used).

8

12

55,2

Administer a pretest and a posttest toboth a training group and a control group(job performance scores are taken onboth
groups before training and again after
training).

7

Other--an analysis of 'the "Other" tech-
niques indicates that these re-
spondents Considered post course
questionnaires, supervisors' re-
ports'on trainees, interviews
with graduates; and similar mea-
surements as statistical or experi.

, mental techriiques. These-procedures'
are not considered such by most
training experts. . 31'

anRespondente'refers to-the 19 Percent ,who used statisticaltechniques:

1

P

/,
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ANALYSIS Off' BENEFITS

FPM suggests that, wherever feasible, an agency make
cost - benefit analyses to determine how available resources
can best-serve the agency. Many_factors influence'llow indepth
the analysis should be. Some course criteria mentioned in
CSC's Guide are' (1) the content (can the benefits be .measuredwith any precision?), (2) the,learning-level (skill training
may require a more tho'rough evaluation--than an orientation
course), and (3) the costs. The Guide suggests that the more
-costly the bourse, the more comprehen'ive the evaluation oughtto be. Two other factOrs discus-sed inn the Guide are:

(1) The degree of control exercised,,by the agency over
course delivery: where this control covers all elements--
media, facilities and, in particular, the instruction
staff--the level of evaluation may be set based on
consideration of the above variables. However, where.
it.is desirable touse fiequent guest faculty to present
the program, control over the delivery stage will be
limited. As'a consequence,, it will be more difficult
to apply achievement measures.

(Z) The resources available to the agency: a full scale
.evaluation plan representsconsiderable time, money'
and professional competency on the part of the
training personnel involved. Since increased
reliability comes at a high price, it must be'decidea
what point on the,continuum constitutes an acceptable
trade off between cost and reliability. This decisicin
making is further complicated because it does not
normally involve only a single course, but rather
every internally developed course, making up the
agency's training program.

To help agencies evaluate training, the CSC Bureau of
Training developed Training Value Model I (TVM I),..the first
in a planned series of models. According to the Bureau,
TVM I:

* * relates specifically to training designed to
.improve'perforMande of those work activities that result
immeasurable Profftiats or services. Initial estimates ,

suggest that the model has potential'for application
to the daily activities of nearly one millionsFederal
employees. Utilization opf this process will enable
management to.assess whether training would significantly
improve employee effidienby., Faced with a choice of

3
.
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several training'alternatives, the model
will also

proxiide the manager'with necessary information for

selecting'that training whidh is Potentially most

effeCtive.,"

Because TVM I was developed only recently, our question

naire did not ask if it was used: We did ask if the training

benefits were analyzed and to what extent. Forty-seven per-

cent analyzed benefits, using the procedures which,foll6w.

Identify benefits -1

Measure results

Measure benefits

Measure dollar value ,

Cost enefit ratio

aftRespondente refersi to the 47 percent who

analyzed benefits.

Percent of respondents
(note a)

87

44

28

10

5

ONO
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CHAPTER 5

PROBLEMS WITH TRAINING

GENERAL PROBLEMS

Almost 50 percent of the respondents had problems with
.training. Over half said they had insufficient resources.
Many commented that additional resources would allow more
sophisticated course evaluation which, in turn,. would make
courses more effective. tack of resources was usually
traced to lack of management interest. This appraisal is
confirmed in the 1973 CSC report, "Disincentives to Effective
Employee Training and Development," where the first die -
incentive. cited is, "The'benefits of training are not clear,
to top management." The report goes on to sta,te,thatr

"This is especially a problem. because of the lack of
methods which currently exist to demonstrate potential
benefits to managers. Without means to determine
training and development benefits, top management is
likely to concentrate its resources in areas where the
returns are more evident." --

-Respondents cited, the following problems.

Insufficient-resources

Results"cannot be determined

Percent of
respondents (note a)

5.6'

37'

Line management fails to allow whams
was taught to be used on the job, . 31.

Prckluctivity cannot be related to

.Training:reports too low in orgarliation 14

25

'Peer-group pressure counters what was
,

--learned
, ,' 4,:.

other (these responses dealt primarily
- with trainee selection and.a lack

of support by managers and tiper-

visors) . 22

'a"Resporidents" refers to the 60 percent who had
problems with training. .

, 25
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Respondents' comments indicated that problems with,
training programs were widespread among departments, regard-
less ofthe size or scope of the training bfficers' res-
ponsibilities. The problems generally related to selection
processes, management support', and evaluation techniques.

Some respondents reported that training 'courses are.re-
quired but may not be needed by the trainees. Many said that
training was too often used as a reward or punishment for
employees, One respondent said, "training is used as a
sop ,to young professionals who have been given unchallenging,
unrewarding jobs. Promise them a master's degree and fhdr-1l
stay." Typical comments were: "training for-training,'s
sake with 'little or no regard,for'possible benefits;"
"people wh6 actually need training may not get it;" "some
managers see the need for training only when there is nothing
else to do;": and` "a panacea for organizational ills." Other
respondents stressed that emphasis was on education, not on-
the-job performance.

Frequently cited was a conflict between a trainee's
job goals and those of the training course. When thetrainee
returns to the job, certain obstacles which discourage the
conversion of learning to on-the-job performance may occur;
supervisors and peers often resist new methods and dissuade
the trainee from 'using them. One respondent indicated that
-if the trainee's supervisor has not had the Same training
and does not want to change his ways, the-trainee is likely
to be frustrated in applying his new knowledge and skillson
the job. Some respondents recommended that managers and
superviiors play a larger role in planning and coordinating
training with on-the-job goals. any respondents felt that -.
if the managers' and peers' attitudes could not be changed,
,training might be useless,

4.

EVALUATION PROBLEMS

Thirty-Hine percent of thd respondents were dissatisfied
with the level of evaluations.- Of these, percent laCked
resources and 22 percent lacked statistical:and experimental
know-how. Thirty-nine percent gave additional reasons such
as: "no real follow-up encouraged,","lack_of managembnt
support," dr."apathy,from trainees and field line,super-
visors." _Others reported that the course planning was too
vague for evaluation- (See ch. 3.)

Many respondents said that few, if Caere,,any, methods
avai b e to evaluate the impact of,.nontechnical zourses
bec se it is impossible to measure quality. Many urged that
ra andard evaluation'procedure,be developed.

"a.



Many respondents wrote that they were interested in
improving their.evaluatiops but were restricted to only the
most rudimentary techniques by a lack of resources. Some
assumed that if there was no request for detailed and exten-
sive -evaluations, staff time and effort spent in making them
would be wasted. Some questioned whether extensive evalua-
tions would be used. .A final observation reflected the views

of many: 1:In training, the concern is to. be able to show
.that something has been done, not that something effective
has bden done."

e
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CHAPTER 6 .

',\ _

c CLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

.Our questionnaire results shpithat_the".evalup.tion re-quirements of GETA, Executive Order 11348; and the reqommenda-tions of the Subcommittee reporta1-1967 are not being met
adequately.

The extent and degree to which training cost data wasp;
collected varied wid_ely--While-tribst respondents collected.some data,ag number were not doing so to the extent considered
necessary by training authorities for effective cost control;
for example, some did not even identify the two largest
elements of training cost--trainee and training staff salaries

The very slight use made of CSC's TCM is surprising sinceTCM is discussed in CSC's fiscal year 1972'annual report and"Employee Training in Federal Service FY 1972." Its use
also suggested in the FPM, and CSC has publicized TCM and .

conducts training in its use.

%,

Although almost-all respondents reported that they hadwritten' training course plans, the plans often lacked the
specific 'features necessary for future course evaluation.
-Strengths in_the_plans were in .areas of--course,delivery-==
obj'ectives, curriculum,, materials, and lesson plans. Weak-:
nesses were in areas of greatest consequence to course evalua-'
tion and modification--trainee gualificationsv measurement .

of learning, ddring and upon completion of the course; and
validation, evaluation, and updating procedures.

.,, .

Some performance Measures were taken during the course,isome.upOn its completion, and some after. the trainee's reamt
.

urn to the b but the extent, the detail, the timing, and
3: *the scope the measures, used varied widely. In many. cases

.the use these measures was: so limited-that effective,,',eva tion would.4ve been-impossible. While training; ,

thoritiesysay it limy be Poss le 'to assess the effectiveness' .pf a coursedby using, a tra e'critilate' or asking the tiaineg---.
. ,

if they liked thz_gpurse and only slighX1rover half:the .

respondents.dia his), they also say that evaluation of
'c this type is generalWinadeguate to determine. how the courseneeds to be modified.

4
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Assessing the on-the-job petiormance Of the trainee is

.probably the most crucial step in evaluation becayse it,

.-- demonstrates tourse'-adequacy andrelevancy; ,To make sa-,igfactorymeasurement,of the bn:the-job-performence change

possible;.couxse objectives must be,clearlyilanned and.

a
specified. Unless and until,on-the-job effectiveness,is

measured against course objectiveg_and courses are,,then.modi-'

fied accordingly, the benefits of particular courses and, in

,turn, effective_ management of training may be questioned.'

.Statistical and experi entai evaluations are not widely
conducted; those that are done are elenienta. HoWevervover

60 percent of the respondents said that they were satisfied

with the fevel of ev,p.uations beineperformed. TVM 'I could

be helpful if TCM were used more or if data on.the course.
costs upon which TVM I depends were collected more thoroughly.

. -

Few; if any, Government agencies have sufficient

resources to fund all needed, training. ,Therefore, justifying

the value of courses by citing on-the-job improvementiis

* 'crucial to efficient and effective Government'manpower
1 -management.

,

. RECOMMENDAtIONS

4.4

444

4'4

*--The

a

-=work with Oederal'departments and agencies on the
,tindings and problems identified in this report.

Follow 145 to determine steps taken by the departmenes
and agencies for improvement.-

7-Reemphasize that it is the departments' .and e neibe
primary responsibility to control andlevaliiat -Itrainrhg

for their employees,.

YS

.--.

--Monitor the evaluation of training in.fh
and agencies and promote succeggfulipetho
tion., :

t ,% - 4-
- A

4

departments
of evalya-

,'

Specific actions of CSC should 'include: ,-.--e-::=--

-rDefining,and achieving a,cOnensas among the Executive

departments and,agepoies-on 'elements' that make up the

total dost'oet.rainin4 and then insuring that data on

-these eleMents.is uniformly determined and collected.

0
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--Determining why TCM has been li tle used, amending and
refining it accordingly, and t en increasing efforts to
publicize TCM to training off cials 'at all levels.

'--Helping the departments and agencies develop written
course plans which include instructions for course
delivery, measuring resul s, and, modifying and up-
dating' the course.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

This report should help t'le Congress assess how wel
CSC and the departments and agencies are fulfilling the
evaluation requirements of GETA, Executive Order'11348/ and
the recommendations of-the Subcommittee report of 1967/.

89
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX

GAO FORM 42$ TRAINING EVALUATION $UP.Vt'Y PREPAkED BY MAO
ffsiTROC- :P:5

Flit out this qacsliattnaito for 00, COU30 tar .,Itch you orc fc'irc.,!:. 1. n that fecsivs the most effective oval lotion.

'If other asapie have mar. knowleeige of a specific 0r61, faiist r t t SAO' 411( %Rule*.

Cartspanclonci, Civil Service Ceonvesiensand .1Lk 1%3 Cl 18),ClUalld (tom this survey.

a
NAME OF REsPONOCNT

RESPUItfjEKT tt.FORN;;TION

ilP

POSITION ANO JOU CLASSIFICATION SERIES

DEPARTMENT
ACENC`r

ADDRESS CITY AND STATE ZIP CODE

THE MAWR OF COURSES IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES FOR WHICH YOU ARE RESPONSIBLE DURING FISCAL YEAR

' 1574. -A5
1

ONO. OF PROFESSIONAL COURSES (MEDICAL,
SCIENTIFIC, LEGAL A RELATED)

OHO. OF ADMINISTRATIVE. MANAGEMENT
SUPERVISION COURSES

Elmo. OF TECHNICAL COURSES

FINO. OF OTHER COURSES (CLERICAL. ETC.)

NAME OF COURSE

PESCRIPTIOWOF COURSE SELECTED FDR QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE

.

APPROXIATECOURSE OURATION (DAYS) ' APPROXIMATENUMBER OF ENROLLEES PER FISCAL YEAR

CATEGORY OF COURSE; ( Cheek Ono)

[7:3PROFESSIONALMEOICAL, SCIENTIFIC, LEGAL & RELATED)

DAOMINISTNATIVE, MANAGEMENT A SUPERVISION

*):} TECHNICAL

ElOTHER (CLERICAL. ETC.)'

SPONSOR OF THE COURSE

DAGEHCY 1NTERAGENCY FINONGOVERNMENT SHORT-TERM

TNE,NUMfIER OF COURSES IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES FOR WHICH YOU 00 AN EVALUATION SIMILAR/To THAT OF

THE COURSE SELECTED FOR THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

NO. OF PROFESSIONAL COURSES (MEDICAL,
4 SCIENTIFIC. LEGAL S RELATED)

-- NO. OF TECHNICAL COURSES

--- SUPERVISION EOURSES
NO. OF ADMINISTRATIVE, MANAGEMENT & NO. OF OTHER (CLERICAL. 534.) COURSES

PURPOSE
1. sistAi Is THE PURPOSE OF THE 'COURSE? ( Cheek One en mite)

MEET ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS- El INCREASE PROFICIENCY

0IMPROVE HUMAN RELATIONS Ej SAFETY

PROVIDE JOB ENTRY SKILL, APTITUDE. OR.
EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS

P.

V, 4

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT

E3ORlittyi(TION

0114111 (!Isis* tFeclhL

$

,
2, FOR WHAT OCCUPATIONAL GROUP IS THE COURSE G IVEN? (Cheek On? *NO

a

,:iROFESSIONA,1 (ACCOUNTANTS. ENGINEERS,
.

ooc-ToRs. ETC.)

PANAPROFESSIONALS'ANO TECHNICIANS NURSES',
AIDS, LABORATORY TECH.. ETC.) .

OMAN AGENS OR ACIMINISTRATDRS c

c

"C1 CLERICAL ANCI,OFFICE WORKERS

1::: Klt...iLebTrActES, OPERATORS. 411VICCWORKERS ANO LABORERS

' ARE EMPLOYEES AT A SPECIFIC OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL EI:MECO TO TAKE THIS COURSE;

?YES NO

,

A



APPENDIX I.

GA ....' . - 1

'0 11. DO ;Mt:1MAX! THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF MANPOWER F.S.T041,Te;/ '

. ' - . 4 . i '

-arts- ONO. ViE NUMBER OF-SIAHOATS REWIRED BY THX:STAFF ' *
TO PREPARE-TMECOVRSt

. , :
. ,;.. . .-

DYES 1:2/No THE RUNNER OF MAHDAYS REWIRED
BY 114E STAFF TO ADMINISTER

AND TEACH THE COURSE PER FISCAL WEAR \
.11. IS AM ACCOUNTING WADE

OF THE COURSE COSTS?

DYES /1 0

It Rot g. sw

APIEf4DIX

s. IF YES. ARE THE FOLLOWING COSTS-OETERmINE0 FdR THE COURSE?
Oyes ONO THE TRAINEE SALARY

CIES ED NO TPIARIOTIMETAkStrC447CEOOS;MTO-PHTNIZZG COURSE
COSTS

77131ES 1:=1HO' TUITION ANO RELATED FEE COSTS OYES-0
,DYES Dm', OTHER EX.PEHOOTURESIIKKINS AND MATE* S.

CONTRACTORS, RENTALS, & RELATED 011-2-SL,_
4=1 TES MO, TOTAL COSTS

HO TRAVEL ANO PER DIEM

7. IS THE CIVIL SERVICE
TRAINING COST mOOEL. ISSUED IN FERROARy 1372. USED FOR E:i YES ED .0

THIS COURSE? II Two. to N. S. , . ... *
.

.., -

S. IF NO. WHY NOT? El DIDN'T KNOW AllOuT MODEL
ED BETTER AL TERNICTIVE 0 TOO COMPLICATED TO USE

ElNoy REPRESENT471v' OF COSTS =OTHER (7.1.41 Spsc/17)

PLAHHIHG. REVIEN & REVISION ,

HO 1114, I* 11-

iWRITING?

YES El 47
S. 00 YOU HAVE RECOURSE TRAINING PLAN SPECIPIEO

IG.IF YES, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING
FEATURES OF THE TRAINING PLAN

ARE CLEARLY SPECIFIEOt fi,
DORGAMIZAIAONAL ?I.EEDS

ED TRAINING OBJECT? YES . Q THE CURRICULA OR CONTENT

11101,:slOgitttortGE:513NTHI.G. 1:ITRAOUN G KATGRIAL% EQUIPMENT Q TRAINEE DU ALIFICATIDHS

OrvE.ASUmpAIrclaFRI.EEARNING [planElikApTLMUNCCESSFUL OltLiAltTAIns&THEIA:i...QURATT)100W;

Ole

P-
:AM04"

PROCEDURES (CHANGES. BASED OW
/ION OR PERFORmAliCE MEASURE.
UNPROVE THE PPOGRAML,

IL ARE PERIODIC PERFORMANCE TESTS GIVEN DURING

THE COURSE?
12. IF YES:WHAT TYPE OF TESTS ARE GWENT

(Chock:II *at oppl))
PAPER-ANO PENCIL ACHIEVEMENT TEST

=INSTRUCTOR'S RATINGS

DCRITIOOES STRUCTURED TO RELA4E TO SilECIFIC
PARTS OF THE TRAINING COURSE

AYES C:I Np 422.

OJOS OR TASK PERFORMANCE TESTS

BOTHER (Pt.... lourelly)

13. IS AVERPORMA*CE MEASURE OR
TEST GIVEN.AT THE COMPLETION OF THE TRAINING COURSE?

AYES If If N. e.MUS.

14. IF YESon4AT TYPE?
(Cher.faU dist apply)

PAPER - PENCIL ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Q Jae OR TASK PERIN:Imam CZ TESTS

4:D INSTRUCTOR RATINGS
DOTHER (Nom Spaly)

IS. IS THE IOW PERFORMANCE OF
THITRAININGGRADUATE ASIESSEO AFTER RETURN TO THE JOS? -

. .

Wis =NO /IN., g (.20.
IS. IF YES, WHAT MEASURES ARE TAKEN? (gure.k..411 lut:sende

17.1011 PERFORMANCE
ED SUPERVISOR RATING

FlOTN ER (P444* Sposile

CaRASR1H0 GRAM *TVS CRITIQUE

4

C e



APPENDIX. APPENDIX I

17. 1401'1.0iir. Al TER RAOUATION ARE THESE MEASURES TAKEN? (CAek motto awn ono It aetasurealost to (sham

CiLESS THAN T (WEE MONTHS

ri FROM S TO LESS THAN 12 MONTHS

C:j FROM 3 TO LESS THAN S MONTHS

DAFTER 121401(MS

:
,.,

Ii. HOW OETAILE0 IS THIS JOS PERFOPS4ANCE
MEASURE? (Civet Ono) .,

.

N

THE GRADUATE'S )08 PERFORMANCE Is -RATED
SATISFACTORY OR NOT SATISFACTORY

..,

THE GRADUATE'S JOI PERFORMANCE IS RATED ON ADETAILED SCALE (E.G.. VERY GOOD, GOOD. FAIR. POOR,VERY POOR OR FROM TO MG PERCENT, ETC.)

IL (S THE GRADUATE'S J08
PERFORMANCE MEASURE RELATED

TO SPECIFIC PARTS OF 1415 JOB?
. AYES [3140

za; TNE TRA11111I0-4:01314SE FORMALLY MODIFIED OR UPOATCO?II R., to to 22.
YES o.

21. IF YES, FOR WHAT REASONS?

ED AA CHANGE IN CURRENT TRENDS E3 CHANGE IN PREESTAGLISHEO PROCEDURES** POLICIES
[3A CHANGE IN GOALS/ OPERATICHISIOR CONDITIONS A CHANGE IN OR 11.14 APPRAISAL OF PERFORMANCE
QA RESULT.OF SPECIFIC PROILDIS En A RESULT OF COURSE PRETEST1110 DA RESULT OF JOSI PERFORMANCE

RATINGSQA RESULT OF SENEFITS OF TRASNII G Domes (Mom Sinc1/7)

EVAtUATION TECHNIQUES
22. ARE STATISTICAL OR EXPERIMENTAL.

METHODS USED TO EVALUATE
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TRAINING COURSE? 0 yr.s 0N0 um., r. 2C

23. IF YES, WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING PROCEDURES ARE USED? (Chock .21 Owl aoply)

COMPARE THE JOG PERFORMANCE OS A LARGE (?b0.600) RANDOM NON
W.ASED SAMPLE OK.GRADUATES WITH A SIMILAR ,SAMPLE Or WORKERS WHO NAVE HOT RECEIVED TRAINING, GUT WHO NAVE GEER ON THE JOS AS LONG AS THEGRADUATES.

COMPARE THE ONTHE1011 PERFORMANCE or SMALL SAMPLE OF GRADUATES-ILEAS THAN SO CASCO TH OK.TNE4014PERFOIU4ANCE OF A VINLARSAMPLE OFWORKERS WHO HAVE NOTMAD NEEENT StiT solo NA ve SEENOH THEM! AS LONG AS THE GRADUATES.

OFCOMPARE
MATCHED PERFORMANCE OF A REPRESENTATIVE GROUP F DUATES WITH THE PERFORMANCEPA MATCHED OR NONSIASEO RANDOMLY SELECTED CONTROL GROUP AFTER0T11 GROUPS HAVE SEEM WORKINGON TIM JO* THE SAME LENGTH OF TIME. (A CONTROL GROUP LS A GROUP OF EMPLOYEE SIMILAR TO TRE GROUPTRAINED WITH RESPECT TO RELEVANT PERSONAL

ARAETERISTICS R ATTRISUTES TWAT AFFECT,J05 PERFORM.ANCENEXCEP T THAT THEY 00 NOT RECEIVE TRAINING.)

1:::11 PRE ANO POST TEST THAT COMPARES THE .1011 PERFORMANCEOF A GROUP OFPEOPLE MORE TRAINING WITH ,
THEIR JOG PERFORMANCES

AFTER TRAINING (NO CONTROL GROUPS ARE WW1.

ElA PRE AND POST TEST WITH A-CONTROL
GROUP (JOE PERFORMANCE SCORES ARE TAKEN Ow **EN THE TRAINEEAND THE CONTROL GROUP sEroNE TRAINING, AND AGAIN AFTER TRAINING.)

DOTHER (lottie. Speen

24. ARE THE BENEFITS THAT RESULT FROM THE COURSE ANALYZED?

:DYES EDNO II N., to to 24.

25. IF YES, IN rams* DETAIL? (Chock all OW marl

E3soewnry THE BENEFITS MEASURE THE BENEFITS- MEASURE THE RESULTS OF THt EEMIEFITc
E:114EASURE THE DOLLAR VALUE OF THE IIENEOITS OWCASURE THE COST luolEFIT RATIO

24. ARE YOU DISSATISFIED WITH THE LEVEL OF EVALUATIONS GEING PERFORMED?ED YES =i No ',us.. do NI ai.

GAO FORIA alt
.1.74
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-APFENDIX,

. .Z. IF yr% FOR WHAT REASONS, (CAsk .55 t%.1 apply)

-- 00,110Y THINK IT litCESSARY TO LVALOATE
------ _TRAINING ISEYOND CRITIQUES

E-.1 WOULD RATHER INVEST nisouncts 104 ADDITIONAL

TRAINING COURSES4
n

APPENDIX

ElLACK OF STATISTICAL ARO EXPERIMENTAL KNOW HOW

0 LACK OF RESOURCES TO CARRY OUT EVALUATIONS

OTHER (Explcfnf

22t. IF<YOUR ORGANIZATION ISVIVELOPING A SYSTEM TO EVALUATE TRAINING, PLEASE DESC.RIWE

22. WHY DOES THIS COURSE RECEIVE YOUR MOST EFFECTIVE EVALUATION/

D/My COURSE
nMANAGEMENT INTEREST

OSIGNIFICANT TO AGENCY hUSS10fl--- ED OTHER (Pioaao Speeltr)

PROBLEUS WITH TRAINING

30. DO YOU HAVE PROWLERS WITH TRAINING,

YES NO if No. go to 32.

21. IF YES. WHAT ARE YOURPRODLEMS1 (Omsk All ihsteoply)
LINE MANAGEMENT FAILS TO ALLOY WAS TAUGHT

TRAINING REPORTS TOO LOW IN THE ORGANIZATION 0 TO It USED ON-TNIII-JO/

ElPEER GROUP PRESSURE COUNTERS WHAT WAS LEARN ED Ej RESULTS OP TRAINING/CANMOT SE DETEORNED

ED,CH TRAININGTRAN INAINIPNROG DUCTIVITY
CANNOT RE RELATED

-
01WsUPFICIENT RESOURCES

DOTHER (WI.... Spoelte

. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

U. IF YOU DAVE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON ANY OF THE ITEMSRITmIN THE QUESTIONNAIRE OR TOPICS NOT COVERED, PLEASE

EXPRESS YOUR. VIEWS IN THE SPACE 111:10W. YOUR ANSWERS AND COMMENTS ARE GREATLY APPRECIATED.

I
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APPENDIX II
2,,

SAMPLING' METHODOLOGY

SAMPLE SELECTION BY DEPARTMENT

APPENDIX la

Executive department training officers gave us lists

of their agency training officers, who in turn gave us lists,

of their training and development officers. We sent question-
naires to'881 of these officers, randomly selected, by depart-
ment, from the total of 1,606, which was a number suffidiene',
to yield returns with an error rate of 10 percent or less at
a 95-percent confidence level.

SELECTION OF OVERALL SAMPLE

To obtain. valid statistics for all departments combined,

the responses were randomly thinned so that each department -

was represented in the overall sample in the same proportion'

as its total number of training personnel to all training
personnel in the executive.departments. (For example, if

!-Department A had 160 training personnel, representing 10 per-.

cent of the total of 1,606, then 10 percent of the overall
samplewas randomly selected from all questionnaires returned
from Department A.) We included vo questionnaires in the ,

overall sample analysis.

RETURN RATE

Of the 881 questionnaires sent, 205'Were returned by
personnel who were not-legitimate_membefs of the sample
population because they were not,responsibie.for conducting_
training, or did not conduct. the type_of courte about which we
asked them to reply,_ To be conservative, we took the worst-

case position.and assumed that the remaining 676 questionnaires-

were received by training officers who conducted training
courses of interest to the survey and were therefore legitimate
members of the sample population. Five hundred and seventy-
one, or 84- percent, .of these assumed-to-be-legitimate sample
population members returned the questionnaire. The response
rate Would have been much higher, of.course, if we had not

assumed that all-'he nonrespondents-were legitimate popula-

tiori members'. No followup studies were conducted on the 16

perce4.,of the population presumed to, be nOnrespondentt since

'the ,,disk of substantially biasing the survey results by _fail-
ing to include such a small proportion of'tfie population is

low.
. 4



APPENDIX III' APPENDIX III

STATI.STICAL METHODOLOGY

The results of the various system analyses were percent-
ages, or proportionC, of replies to a specific qii6stiOn.
When two 'proportions 'differed, a siatisti612 test was some-
times necessary to deterthin hether,the difference' was
statisticallysignific Loo ng merely at the kopor-

difference is not tatistically complete. Among other
factors, the size of the sample ,is relevant to determining
signifidance. To obtain a statistical measure, we chose the
Z test, which tests hypotheses concerning several proportions.1

,-

st

FORMULA:

xj x2

n2

z =

P (1 P)(-1
ny -7)

P

x
1

-I, x2
P

1
=

ni 1- n2

xi
ni P2 =

x2

n2

P1 -z. the proportion of a population answering a particular question(s).

P2 = the proportiori of a population answering the same particular question(s).

lIrwin Miller and J. E. Freund, "Probability and Statistics
for Engineers" (Prentice Hall Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New
'Jersey, 1965), pp. 193-195.
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