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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED, STATES

US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH, .
EOUCATION & WELFARE
HATIOMAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AY RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SERT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Better Evaluat uon Needeﬂ

ForFederal Civilian -/
_Emp!@;,ee_\lrammg |

. R —

‘Federal EXecutlve Dep

Civil Servuce Comm s;on

R
L -

Under the Government mployees/Tramlng
Act, each Federal department and agency
hea¢ has, responsibifity for tfaining civilian
emiployees witfin Ahat dep ftment or ggency.
Each agency head is reglired to plan, pro-
gram, budget, qperate and evaluote tralmng/'

1 help the Congress asséss *
haw well the Civi} Service Commission ahd -
the departmefit agencies are fulfilling the

. evafua'tion/(equir ehts of the Government
Employees Training Act, the Executive order’
supplementing the act, and the 1967 recomt!
mendétions of, the Subcommitiee on Mani,
power and Civil Service of the House Com
r};rittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
/ .
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

NS - *

, o L ) ' WASHINGTON, D.C. 208
.U - M . . S
£ o
?420896 o SN . ,
. . ' ’
To the PBresident of the Senate and the .

Speaker of +£he House of Representatiyes

* 'This ig our report on improvements needed -in training-
evaluation: It should help the Congress assess how well \
the. Civil Service Commission and the Federal departments-

and agencies are fulfilling the evaluation reqguirements of
the Government Employees Training Act, Executive Order 11348
_and recommendations of a 1967 report by the Subcommittee

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

_and Civil Service.

.

. We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accbunt-
g Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53)., and the Accounting and Audit-

We}are“sending copies of this report to the Director,
.Office of Management and Budget, to the Chairman, Civil Sernvice
Commission, and to the Federal departments included in our

> ¥

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S - ~ BETTER EVALUATION NEEDED
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS . ' FOR REDERAL CIVILIAN o
c T . EMPLOYBE TRAINING -
i . ‘ Federal Ekxecutive Departments
Civil Service Commission

i
. -
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About 960,000 U.S. civilian eployges have:
received about 45 million hougs of crain--
ing, costing the Federal Govdrnment approx-
imately $216 million. How have the Civil
Service Commission and the Federal Execu—
tive departments T y
—--Measured the effectiveness of this
training? - ‘
: {
—-Fulfilled the evaluation require-
. ments of the Government Employees,’
' Training Act of .1958?

l'

3

v

. ~-Progressed in implementing the

. recommendations of a 1967 congres-—
™' gioénal subcommittee report which

concluded that Federal training
was not evaluated as reguired?

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 oxrder
supplementing the law, and the subcommittee
recommendations are not being met adequately.
b :

. The extent and degree to which training

cost data was cdllected varied widely,

with many respondents not dgathering .

enough data for effective cost _control.

(see p. 10.) -
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° GAO recommends that the Commission define
and achieve a consensus among the Execu- . d

- tive departments and agenrncies .on the ele-
ments that make up the total cost-of
traznzng and then insure that data an -
these elements is uniformly determznad , .
and coZZected . ,

There was little use of the Commissiodn's o
Training Cost Model, developed in 1972 ¥
for making specific cost forecasts for

. training operatioms. (See p.-1ll.) i .

i ‘ N

GAO recommends that the Commission deter-
mine why the cost model has been little
used,” amend and refine it accordingly,
and then increase efforts to pubZchze it . b
to training offzczals at all levels. )

Although almost all respondents reported °
that they had written training course plans,
the plans oftenflackea the specific fea- -
tures necessary for effective future course
evaluation. (See p. 14.) ° " ¢

-

GAO recommends that tha/€§;;;;;ion help

the departments and agencies- develop .
. written training gourse plans which in- .
clude instructions for course delivery,
measuring course results, and’modifying
and updatzng the course before future use. . v

Some performance l/;:tza':ﬁ;;;/were taken during

the course, e on its gompletion, and
some after the trainee's return to the job.
The extent, detail, timing, and scope of
the measures used vafied widely. In many
cases the use of 1ffipasures was so limited .

Q that effective evaluatlon was 1m00551ble. .
q(See p. 17.) .

-

T TP

While many‘respondents said that perforﬁance
was agsesseé-upozéyéturn to the job (prob- e
ably the most crucial step because ‘it ° :
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' ness of that training. GAO also, .

gemonstrates the adequacy and relevancy .
of the course), .the type, timing, and. depth* y
of this assessment often fell short of ' T

gtandards suggested by training author- =
ities. (See p. 17.) i .

Statistical and expérimentalnfyaluations
wére not widely conducted;.tgﬁse that were’ .
done were elementary. Howevgr, OVer 60
percent of the respondents said they were
satisfied with the level of “evaluations

i

performed. (See p. 26.)

Respondents’ éomments indicated that ,
problems with training were widespread
among departments, regardless of the size .
or scope of the trainingjofficers'-reSponJ
gibilities, Most respo dents who were
dissatisfied with the 1ébe1 of evaluations
lacked resources. Othegs lacked statistic-
cal and experimental kigw-how, and some ‘
mentioned lack of mahagbment interest. T

I

Tn addition, respondenis stressed lack
of management support?ﬁn& difficulties .
with selection for tgﬁining. (See p. 25.)
- » :
GAQ recommends that ;he Commission reem-
phasize that it is the departments' and
agencies' primary régéonsibility‘to
control the training of their employ- . -
ces and to evaluata:the effective- . .

recommends that th Commission promote ' Y
successful evaluation me'thods among
the qgenciea'and,%fhrough its per- _////—/’\khf\
sonnel management: evaluation funec-
tion, monitoﬁ-thf,agencies' evalua=
tions of training. '
The' Commission fpund the GAO survey data
disheartening bt gaid that, unfortunately,
it confirmed the Commission's suspicions.
The Commission’added,. "Hopefully, the
report will lead to the formulation and
implementation of specific action recom-
' mendations." 1. ' o
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o To fullfill its rote in providing training -
A leadérship and guidance, GAO recommends ' “
that the Commission work with Federal . ) )
departments and agencies on! the findings .
o . and. problems identified in this report’
PO and determine steps to be taken for im- )
. $ .
o provements. - Co -
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
The basic statute authorizing employee ‘training
throughout most of the Federal Government is title 3,
United States Code, chapter 41 (5 U/5.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 ofgfgg,}aw.
* ’
o According to the Government Employees Training Act
(GETA) ,» Public Law 85-507, July 7, 1958 (now 5 U.S.C. 410
. et seg. (1970)), each department and agency head has the -
primary responsibility.for conducting training within that
department or agency. The above mentioned Executive order
requires each ,agency head to plan, prograil, budget, operate,
and evaluate, .training programé. The specificg responsibilities
placed on department and agency heads by the law and regu~

lations include: .

~-Determining the department's training needs? -

~--Establishing aﬁd operating traihing programs to :

' meet those needs. , - /3
f—astablishing the criteria for the selection of em-

] plroyees. for training. <. T L

¥

. ——Dengmining the method and extent: to which the
departnent will finance-t&ainipg. e ; '
-=-Evaluating the resugggugﬁut;aining. /

~-Reporting to csc ‘on ‘traiming activities., /.

. Under GETA and the Executive ordex, CSC is responsible
for~providing,1eaderéhip'and guidance to Federal trainin?’
"Ectiyi#ies, Through its’Bure?u of ‘Training, CSC: /
~-pPlans. and promotes the deveélopment, improbeﬁ‘nt/
) _ coordination, and, evaluation of training activities
S . under the law. ': . = : T
' 10 ) . N

. o Ley
[ N P . N -
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--Assists ageycies in the development ¢of sound programs
and financipl plans for tralnlng, with partlcular/
attention t olannlng, programlng, budgeting, operaﬁ—
ing, evalualing, and improving training programs.

'ffﬁazngs

egulations,

--Provides for identifying and dlssemlnatl
of research in tralnlng

- -

Issues Government-wide trdining

SIZE AND.COST OF FEDERAL
CIVILIAN TRAINING PROGRAMS

In fiscal year 1973, about 960,000 civilian employees
" received a total of almost million hours of training
costing approximately $216 illion.l (This does not include
trainees' salaries, which/are not-.reported to cSC. If
est;matéd salaries were Ancluded, total training cost would
be approximately $500 Agencies report employee
eries: '

-

Approximate P
T number -
h - ' tsaif!ed . i . ¢
. » \
‘engingering and related flel ¥ P
, . (Drofesslonal) ) 150, 000
JI " ) ,O ‘ \ 1N p ‘\ s
. - Trades and crafts, facilities and \ \ N ‘ -
services, and "how to" courses in - | )
administrative techniques and skills - '
(technical), . - 391,000 C .
/////fi‘Admlnistr ion, management and ’ .t -
P . supervigion (admlnlstrative) i

. R Clexlcal and office servfb
: oxlentatlon, safety

and communications 207,000 ,
Total 959, 000 ,

lpiscal year figures are the test avallable from CSC
at the time of our writing-#April 1975.

Q . . ¥ A e
5 NN HN '.’\" '*' ‘
?"z MC B Y ; ; ,u—'{” ﬂ‘ "'“ *f M. A A6
X RN g
; e X e ’3r' "l xd "
R 3

' 5" rrtn roides b v [ P " ( wﬁf
"f'ﬁﬁagﬁvi‘*‘ﬁéﬁﬁw&un Ll Q




< Ne

evelo nt d training

/ | /
7/ / /" ——
/ * . .
A e Most trainees (71 percent) attended courses provided ’
// " ﬁ§ their own agencies. The remainder attended interagency ;
, - or non-Government courses. . Sy
/ - ’ /
// : The total (approximate) cost of this/traiming in
/. fiscal year 1973 was:. ’ .
y Tuition and fees : SN $. 32,000,000
" Travel. nd,per diem ;//// . 52,000,000
/. : ’ |
e "Bo?ks, materials, andjofﬁer related costs’ 7,000,000 %
. : ) |
|
|
|

: - imated salaries of training participants 95,000,
\ C ' ] / ) ) /!/ ‘/
= Total / -~ 7$511,000,000 ‘
. / E / N » . ‘ " \ . . . - A
L // REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER ) g . |

- AND CIVIL SERVICE OF HOUSE POST. L ' ; &
OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE ' . R

PO

the 1mp ementation of GETA. To determlne the extéht to whic
lstaff/Vlslted field offices and |

met “with tralnlng represgntatives at var xous dep rtment and
agencg’headquarters. '

training was evaluated, the y.

te

/

/ In their report, Eheyvsuggested that-' L L /

—

£
4

nk ok k eval&atlon of training sho d eglcalty'begzn— i,

4 w1th the determination of agléé;tlma ¢need for train-
‘ing in “the first instance. * * * then alternative |
methods, and their estimated alternd jve costs should - |

/(//ietevaluated % * * Next ‘consideration’ should be - St

|

3

|

|

%

i

given to evaluation of the training itself. * * ¥ The- |
evaluati step following this would be a determination j
!

%

. of e employee's performance on e job after train-
ng as related to his performance prlor to the train- .
ing." . . A -
: , - 2 .
{ .




| The report-concluded that most departments and agencies
: .- apparently had no adequate training‘evaluation process )
e which effgctively encompassed all the evaluation areas sug- ~
gested above. ' ‘ ’
¢ E :

Additionally the’ report said: . :
: Sy . .
ngvaluation is'the one ;area of training programs that
has probably suffered mgre than any other.. Training -
. ) ‘neéds have not always begn properly evaluated. Methods

<L ' of accomplishing.fraining 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 fourses. :
' Employees® performance on the job is not ing properly -
evaluated in terms of the training which the” employee
& has received, presumably to improwe this performance."’

- k3 - » -~

- - - ¢

w”

-

_The Subcbmmittee“égregﬁ that evaluaéing‘training‘ig .
a complex problem. "However," it added: . \\\ ”

"The fact that it is complex is no excuse for npt
making a reasonable effort to evaluate, whether or
: N not the Government is.getting a dollas worth of _ ‘
T end product for each dollgr it spends on training _ g -
its employees." ’ . F ‘

* . ~

The report recommended that:

--Departments and agercies give concerted attention ' (
to developing training. evaluation. programs which : i
cover all phases of training from training require- - Do

“ments to émployee performange after training. B .

- “ - ¥

- <« . ¢ % -
a * . --CSC take leadership in developing more definitive
guides for training evaluation and heélp the depart-
ments and agencies implement these guides.

- . .

©% 1971 REPORT ON TRAINING

Oon May-25, i971,_wé issued a féporéf(B-?OBQG) to the
~ #ongress on improvements needed in the management of training

~ L)

-
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* mendations of both the 1967 Subcommittée report and our

P

ander GETA in” the Department of Defense_(Dop),j)Ipi:gsponsé

to this report, which identified the same weaknesses in
accounting for training costs and making evaluations as the

1967 Subcommittee report, CSC said: . 3

"ag outlined ik 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 necessary~to serve in a
consultative and advisory capacity to Federa encies.
In addition, the Bureau of Personnel Manageme
ation, in its review of agéncy personnel func
‘now examines such areas as the responsivenes
ing to mission needs, the responsibility-for training
+o mission needs,. the responsibilj or traini
determination, development of § edules and priorities, .
equal training opportunity minority groups and
women, counseling‘for selfhdevggopment an "advancement,

Ty

- management attitudes towa d Egslning, and trafhing
evaluation’.:” - . . ’
’ S ‘ - . .
' .o N . .
METHODOLOGY FOR 'GA® REVIEW - S A
) ' . A - ' ’
To examine the progress madé in- implementing. the recom-. )

1971 report and ‘the current state of training evaluation,
..we gent a questionnaire :(ske app. I) to randomly selected

Ctraining and employee development officers .throughout the
FéSEEEiJExecdtive departments.~ . These departments accounted

- for about 82 percent of the Federal employees who received
training-igifiscal year 1973.. . R o

s“ -
I .

x
[l

- -’~

<

lupxecutive departments," as used it this report and as.
defined in the: Unitéd States Government Organization Manual
1973-74, ‘include. the Departments of Agriculture; Commexrce ;
pefense (including|the Air Force, Army, Navy, and other
Defense agencies); ealth, Education, and Wélfare; Housing
and Urban Development; the Interior’; Justice; [gbor; Stateéi
.Tfansportatién: and 'Preasury. . L : s .

[ .- L .
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Our'sampling<§;;;edures were planned so that reporting
could be analyzed by. department and overall, 1In preliminary s
analyses we found few significant departmental differences. '
and are therefore reporting our overall findings.2 : —

Overall, 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- . T
term non-Government courses)> which received thHe most effeé- .

" . tive eval@ation. Because the results represent what the
respondents believe to be their best evaluated courses,
their other ‘courses must recelve the same level of evalua-
tion, less thorough evaluatlon, or no evaluation. . é

The questionnaire was constructed after a review of g

Federal training reé ations and requirements, a review of L
training llterature?uihd discussions with training author- k)
ities. It was designed to learn the jextent: to whigch train- .
. ing and employee developmeht officegxs. (1) identify training T
coyrse costs, (2) plan,'review, an evise ,t¥aining co '
! (3) assess and evaluate the eﬁfectlveness and beneflt

"

officials and have 1ncorporated their comments where anpll- I
cable. ° . y P '

.Our conclusions and recommendations are in chapter 6.

. ‘ . .
E
. ’ .
& . .. ; .
2 - .
. 4

LAY |
R L
. i . : i

. 2In this report, "significant difference" refers to statis- .

tically significant differences determined by use of the 2
test at the 95-percent confldence level, See appendix III
for a aescr1pt10n of this te,&* - .

v

3see appendix II for sampling procedures.
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o The -questionnaire was sent to, 881 randomly -selected *
, , . training and employee development officers from all Federal
3 /7 Executive depariments, Discussions were also held with .
: , csc officials and with authorities in training evaluation. .
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;F.f..—,-" . . . CHAPTER 2

_« . COSTS-OF TRAINING . .. . S .
L : : ;

The 1967 House Subcommittee reported that most Federal .
departments and agencies apparently did not have adequate
systems zat determining and reporting accurate training costg.
The report recommended that

"Departments and agenc1es should consider establlshlng
‘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
un1form1ty and comparability."

. CSC said, in response to our 1971 report, that:

o

el
»

2
3

"The major deficiencies cited in this report deal "o 4
primarily with the absence of adequate financial ) B
management systems for .training in the DOD activities : -
audited. Unfortunately this problem is not unique

. to DOD--most Federal agenc1es have this same problem.

We feel that the reasons why this .is so are worth : e )
some discussion. Large 'scale tra1n1ng of Federal . . e
employees is still relatively new in the Govern- . .o b
‘ment and expenditures for such training have grown : -
over the past decade. Training management systems )
. have not kept pace ‘'with this growth for a hest-of - - - -7 v
' reasons, e. g., higher agency priorities, lack of ¢ )
systematic ana1y51s, manpower and budget llmltatlons,

and lack of top management concern." (Underscorlng

supplied.) )

L] ¢ x -

CSsC also sa1d that it did not belleve it would be, . o~
pracclcal for DOD or any large Federal organlzatlon to’ -
require that training cost items be identified in accounting
systems th that it would be possible for agencies to de-
velop analytically derived and periodically adjusted cost
estimates which would be adequate for tra1n1ngomanagement
ourposes. o . . X . .
i The Federal Personnel Manual' (FPM) .says that, where
- ’feasible, agenc1es should use available analyt1cal tools

to compare the ‘costs. of various training solutlons and the

values to be der1ved from them.

~ -

The use af cost data for evaluat1ng training is also . -
addressed in the Bureau of Training's May 1971 pamphlet
entitled "Training Fvaluation: A Guide to its Planning,
Development and Use in Agency Training Courses. " This




(&)

- -~ - ~ . R

-

the more costly the

pamphlet suggests thag,_in generai,
ht to be. |

course, the more comprehensive its evaluation oug

-Recognizing the neéessityaof gathering costs as an
‘important first todl in assessing training, in fiscal year-
1972 csc developed the Training Cost Model - (TCM) which is:

% * * 3 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 acdcurate performance-
_linked budget inputs for the training . function 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 basis for including training
as a positive element in an agency's‘strategicgplanning.
That is, as ‘agencies look forward in time anticipating
the vexy 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 dnclude. that thinking in

- a very positive and concrete way in planning for agency.
- resource- allotation over the coming years." e

. 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.

" oCM’ calls for identifying each of the following impofmj

¥,

.tant cost elements: . , N
--Total direct labor costs for staff associated with
training. -
- ~-Tuition. =+ . - - ‘ .

--Trainee salary costs.

-“=-Travel and pen.diémh .

--Other expenditﬁres (books,'matériais, contractors,
rentals, and‘related costs). . . : )

o We examined the extent to
% accounted for the above cost elements and ‘used TCM.

)
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tifor both direct labor and trainee salaries, which together
‘-made up 80 percent of the cost of Federal employee training

ACCOUNTING 'FOR TRAINING COURSE COSTS

Although scme 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
no reason to colléect travel or per diem costs if the
.on. which' they were reportlng,was taught a

site or

- they would not always collect tuition and fees from their

bureaus or divisions for courses ‘which they sponsored in-
ternally but, rather, weuld include such costs in their .
training office overall budget. L
g ’ '~

Specific costs were accounteg/fof/as follows.

. / e , ,
~ ] Percent of respondents
. - , (note a)
- ~ —_— )
Direct labor sts for staff //
assoc1ated‘w1th tra1n1ng ~ 67" I
Trainee salary costs (note b) v .60
Tuition and fees 4' .461
Travel and per'diem - . 78
’ Other expendltures (books, materlals, ’
contractors, rentals, etc.) . ol . 82
‘Total costs 81 '~

' "'“

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

= a

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

. Other dlfferences surfaced as to what constitutes total
cost. Elghty—one percent of the respondents indicated that
they accounted {for total costs. However, 22 percent of these
Xespondents did not account for, the salaries of their training
staff. 1Instead, this cost was often included in tuition
fees of non-Government short, term and 1nteragency courses.

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

ts

in fiscal year 1973. o
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" USE OF TCM - ;

CSC encourages, but does not .require, agenciés to use
its TCM or other formal training cost identification systems.

About 12 percent of the reépondents 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
nswered "other," adding such reasons

“\\CQEE:; and 17 percent a
as ndatory course," "cost only necessary to justify a:
new cgﬁEsgy“ and "no costs other than salaries." o

Some respondents had doubts about the proper use of ,
TCM. They thought it was not suited to their training courses
because t§e3courses' subject matter was not gquantifiable ox’
measurable. Some said, "The course is required, so cpst

- analy%is is not important." Conversely 74 percent of those

who used TCM did so to accouht for costs of required courses.
Respondents who collected data on total costs;, including
direct labor and trainee salaries, represented 78 pergent of

those who used TCM.
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" procedures for cgurse modification. Training authorities

‘stated in-pe mance terms, i. e., some actions or behaviors

. CHAPTER 3

PLANNING )
FPM requires each agency to review periodically, but no

less often than annually, its program‘toEIaentigz\ziaining /<

needed to bring about more effective performance a least

possible cost. The program should contain conprehensiye
course plans which training officers are to follow.

’

The Subcommittee report said that:

"% * % copsideration should b& given to evaluation

of the training itself, including such factors as

the length of the training course,/the adequacy of

instruction, thé 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 sd@gest that a training -course plan include )
written course objectlves, the content of the tourse, the ' ¢
method of presentatlon, how learning is to be measured, ‘and

also suggest that a plan specify quallflcatlons for trainees
since the principles and content of a course may be excellent <
but not necessarlly useful to some employees.

Our questionnaire examined not only overall but also }
specific components of course plans, just as we examined both ~
overall and -detailed items in cost collegtion. g '

&

P I . [ B . 4

. N »
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Authorities agree that a good course plan should address: . ‘ (

Or anlzatlonal needs: The knowledge, skill, an&“\Billty
requirements for maximum effectiveness of the agency operations
which the course addresses. " -,

NI

ek a

~-
.

Tfaining objectives: The goals to be reached as a result“of_
the course. The CSC Guide states: "Ideally, they should be

which the trainee is expected to! eXhlblt as a result of his
tralnlng experience."” )




i~

;J
1

Curriculum or content: The specific topics or subject

matter to be covered. ; |
. 1 .

programing of thé course,for lesson 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, etec.).

Trainee gualifications: The prerequisities that a trainee
must have (minimum reading -rates, mathematical skill, or

machine familiarity, for example), designed to restrict the
course to trainees who might benefit from it.

Trainees'
form of
early

Critigques relating to speéific parts of the course:
reactions to specific features of the course in the
comments that can be tabulated and quantified as an
step in the course evaluation. - ‘ ’

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 measure-
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
Sbservation or performance measures”and how to reexamine T,

the original objectives to improve the course. -

/
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) Nlnety percent of the regpondents had written training
‘course plans; howefer, the individual components of a good
plan were not alyays included, as the following table shows.
T 2 Percent of respondents o
(note a) ;
Organ}zétlonal needs o 65"
‘ Trélning objectives 91 - , i ”
. Curriculum or contgnt 85 .
- Programing of cours 72 . <
. . Course materia 75 .
o ‘ Tra ’ - 47 , Q - C
. - Critiques relating to parts of - 62 ‘
. . . course ) : e ‘ ' :
“ . i s Y !\ ‘u ) ) ' .
Measurement -of learning ‘//27/ 50/ - e “;ﬁ;
during course S . B . T ]
r . P ~ -
Méasurement of learning ufon 5.
- course completion , o - ‘ s
< Velidation'end_evaluation ¢ 48 ,
: Updating procedufés v _' 56 . L
. - 3%Regpondents" réfers to the- 90 percent who had -
i . written course plans. — . ‘ . A
‘Most plans covered the conducting oﬁ.the course (i.e., ]
‘ the abjectives, currlculum, materials and equlpment, and S .
e lesson plans), but 1nstr3i 1ons for measurlng course results .
. were less often 1nc1uded. e : Ce . S
' Less than half the respondents had trainee quallflcatlons ‘ .
in their plans. Authorities suggest that such gualifications ;
prevent the wcourse from being used as a "reward" or a ' ]
temporary "dumping ground, " which some _tespondents menhtioned .
as reasons for selectlng employees for tralnlng. FU
I . R + v-% g it RS
. = . l( ] 53“". , "‘ . l . <o ) ,'A i
‘ L - 14 ‘ ol .




Ha

> place. Nevertheless, training officials said that critiques //<j

. be in the overall course plan to the extent practicable. .

_ REVIEW AND REVISION .- / R

all three times. . o o C

Over 60 percent of the respondents planned for cﬁﬁrse
crithues. Although some studies show that trainees who
enjoy a course are likely to benefit from it, critiques

do not necessdrily measure any learning that has taken

are often used because they can be easily administered.

Less than half theé respondents planned for course
validation and evaluation.’ While authorities acknowledge P
that the scope ‘'of this process may vary with the type of
course and resgurces available, most agree that it should '

§

Strengths ‘and weaknesses of a course are discovered
when it is evaluated after'cq'pletion. Information fathered
and a reexamination of the original objectives are used for
course modification. ' Training officials deem it essential
to the syccess of future courses to plan ahead for feedback

and necessary changes. Only 56 percent Qf_tne“reiggndents,
however, planned for updating. ~

e <
' . N . ..

Authorities suggest that measurement;.of ‘the effective-
ness of training should-be made at three times: during the
training, upon completlon of the tralnlng, and after return
to the job. Sixteen pergent 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

. . e ‘ ! 4
Performance measures during and ) L
upon completion of course - . .
_~ 'The CSC Guide stresses incourse evaluation to insure
that course objectlves are being met. 'Along’with current
literature on’ evaluatlng training, ‘it deseribes, as' shown
.in the follownng table, both direct and indirect methods to.
“test performance during and at the end of a tourse.

Ed
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Indirect

-opinion questionnaires ,
classroom observatsion
trainee conversations

/instructor “"feelings" . ‘

There are limiting featurés to these methods; for .
example, (X) test construction is difficult,- (2) partici-
pation in/class discussions may not demonstrate. actual g
learning, (3) opinion questionnaires may reflect personal
biases,/ and (4) observers must be famlllar with the subject

matge

&

L,

< . o

size, material taughg, and number of times the course has

een given, For gxample, if an observer is used,. his

_ cggggnts may be given at the end df the day, a critique : o
Tay be used only: at the end of 'the‘course; in a long ourse,
pencil and paper tests may be given at the end of ea unit;
and task performance tests may be given dallg if Ehe next

' step depends upon the mastery of the previous one. . , _ .t

4 . » .
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Flfty—elght percent of the respondents gave periodlc
performance tests during the course and 55 percent aid s
upon completion, as shown belaw. ’ .

i ’////*”/ e ) e
Percent of respondents (note a) -+ °
5 Pencil and Instructor Task J
i . paper test rating’ test Other
e T A ' " b
T During—the course 65 ‘46 63 10
Upon completion of 61 46 46 b
- + course ? ‘
.. a;gespondents“ refers to the 58 percent who took measures
. Wring the course and the 55 percent who took
. measures upon completlon. .
bOf those who answered "other," most used oral*examl-
<. ,/// nations, role playlng//or peer cr1t1ques a\sgeasure—
e ~ ments. o ~ s
* - o /// - i \ ' 3;
. Ori-the-job performance measures’ . &

<¢ .
] ' vr*
Tests during and at the completion of training courses o
measure learning from the course; feedback from these tests
helps improve course strategy or methods . Evaluatlon upon

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

‘Some . trainers’ conslder assessing the traineé's job
per formance the most crucial phase of eva}uatlon because
it shows -both the adequacy and the relevancy of the tralnlng,
a trainee may master techniques and principles but be unable
£o use  them in his daily work. Thus, an important part of
the evaluation is determining the amount of transfer from
the course to the on~the-job situation and how long the -
résulting changes last. Also impor tant is the examifation *
of organlzatlonal changes resultlng in improved superv151on,
product gquality, actual savings in the department or fin .
impro%ed morale-and job sat¥&faction. Seventy perbgﬁk .of”
the respondents said that performance was assessed on the’
job after tra1n1ng. . -

L I

of those making this assessment, about 70 percent ,used
supervisors' ratlngs and jOb performance measdres. Forty

<

© .
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'discussions( and interviews with training staff. o -t

percent used graduate critiques and 13 percent said they
used "other" techniques--primarily informal observations,

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. Many authorltles
say- that the posttraining appraisal should be made after
3 months or more so that the trainees have an opportunity

© to practice what they have learned. Additional measures

taken later can validate the findings of this appraisal.
. 'Fhe respondents measured on;Eﬁe-job performance at
different periods of time after training, as follows:

t o~ -

Percent of respondents-

(note a)
Less than 3 months ) ‘ - 55 )
S 3 tg 6 months ‘ . Y .37 s 0
.6 to 12 months ‘ . 46 .’
. ) . _____?{
‘After 12 s ‘ - 21

IS

.percent

a“Respéhdents” refers to the 70 percent who assessed on-
the-job performance after. training. ° , *

&
t

Tralners also cons;der accurate results important ln
measuring the effects of trainming. This means ;hat measures
should not only be taken repeatedly but also A4t on~the-job
performance should be measured in detail. ‘Fifty-five
percent of the respondents rated the trainees'’ performangngz__“

. satisfactory or rot satisfactory, and 42 percent rated

performance on a graduated scale (e.g., very good; good,

falr, pooy, very pook, or from O to-100 percent). Eighty -
ated the trainegs” job performance in relation to,
spec1flc(parts of ﬁhelr jobs.
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[.. . N 0_1'
| - 3 4 %
- ,‘.._«__ Course modificatich . - . ..o 0 m‘-m'_m..:
Trainers consider evaluation as a starting point for .
- coyrse improvement. - Feedback can lead to correcting weak~
nesses. Ninety~-three percent of the respondents formally .
T modified, or updated, their trax.m.ng courses for the 4
. < following reasons. T
~ ’ . Y ’ * . 3
i | . = . ' Percént of 'respondents ]
g o ': - ' . R M ’ . (!!Q. ;e_a) ?/:
' Change in current trends ~ . B8 (e
-‘Change in preestablished. pollc1es - "64\\5\ ;
L or procedures » ' ©
~ Change "in goals, operatlons, ‘and/or 56 ' . .
condz,t:.ons N L >
- E 2 . ‘ e N f" -
. . Result of speca.f:.c problems S - 56 » - S
Result of benef:z.ts o " 34 . 3
_“'—:' “ o —— o= - Result of job" performance* ratlng5~--~~'M2*2-~« Lol ‘~~«~—v—~—é
. " - E
: Change in, or appraisal bf, . 21 N
” 4 -pexrformance ' ’ -7 .
"‘Result of course pretesting BT 12 -
S . All others (pr.unar:.ly student and/o:s .1.2, e )
- o . J.nstructor critiques’ and. évaluat.wns) R AN E
_— . " ) o AN s v . ¥
L . i "Respondents refers to t‘he 93 percent who mod:.f:z.ed ’/~
TrTe— ' ‘their courses. . - e L
- - .\- - . s " v. t. . - ~:/ . L . i
. The CSC Gu:.de suggests that data on trainee ach:!.evé- -
. ment be ~collected continuously "and systematically and 3. -
: !‘- S followed by appropr:.a.te course mod:.f:.cat:.on. g - S
’ ~ - . .o P . «
T o I.ess than a quarter of the analyzed tra:.n:.ng courses, e -
o ‘however, were fxdod:.f:a.ed as a result of a trainee's _subsequent
e ! on-the-job, performance. This could be expected when, as o
IR -prev:.ously notedf, ,&only Half the trgining course plans S,
',“‘ -.’.‘ ;:J *..:_.V __. ",_ : - . '.a_ " - n . '. * i T ;

& - 3 % - . - -
N = ~ 3 T - - s
" - - . - Sz — - -
A ~ - - - -~ - - - * e + - I d v - «'
- ~ « :
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respondents meagured
of the course. : i :

. 'keep the trainees interested.. If a.course was popular, its
' exisgénce'was guaranteed whether or not the trainees -

provided updating pro es_and less than 60“perceﬁt of .the - B
ffectiveness during or upon completion -

Respondents said that some courses were changea £0- -

3
A
E : . u
J . actually needed it. This also kept the training budget *
E and staff growing. - - S . . 1
3 . ’ - 2
, . . 1
[ j . ) }
I .
. ) & i
. )
/ T , .
3 “ <
. Ve
¥ L
- XY - /
’ > . ¢ ”i -
e
R - . . 5 e
. . - . . ,/ z
P 4
- e . P S
4 < // '
. .
.z - . . &
< [ 3 & 3
r N b - Y
4 » . " -~ . . |
/ - . ‘ ) '
- - N " > i
3 . - - . ]
s [ h d ] ’-d
s . , ’ 7
. . . - .
v X . »
Il ~ . o
;o . s " I. :
< " . v, N - i
: R = “-; - . . ’ .’; .
CE e - . ) . . oo ) -
b B T - N < - - T
S A . , . N . w -
. , o . N ’
- ‘ &\ N
. « % ! . . ' n ?
. - 9 _
¢ —
. - . . V,’:‘a‘
*
€ : p . . PR
] i ) - ?
- >

-



.o . EVALUATION TECHNIQUES 'S, .- -

e ~  STATISTICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL APPROACHES . e

Rellable and rigorous evaluatlve research de81gns whlch .

‘can be applied to training have been develo ed. The ideal -
methoddlogy requires measuring change from before training

. to after; 1dent1fy1ng to the extent possible cause and ef-.
fect; and using statistically equivalent, randomly selected ,

. i experimental and control groups. When randem selection is . .

'~ not possible, eguivalent results can be obtained by giving

- . Precourse testing to &wo groups to determine the differences

’ . between them and then training one group -and usrng the other .

+ .~ as_a control group. If using a control .group 1s not possible, -

' a series ,of precourse and postcourse tests may be adminis- e

tered and compared to determlne the influence the training

- . Ifad on performance. .o i , - - .

. 7,

f . % Nineteen percent of the respondents used statlstldal

or experimental methods to evgluate the effeetiveness of

‘their training courses. Of these,. over half (55 percent)

’ . ’ used the pretest and posttest method'W}thout a.control -

7 77 7 group. Tralnlng pfficials and evaluation” experts report‘that
. this method ig weaker than methods using control groups. The

~ . following table shows the varlous teqhnlques used by the
. -7 19 percent:_. . . _ L
- . . . \ . . - . ) oLt
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L Compare the job performance of a large
(100-500), random, nonbiased sample of
graduates with a similar sample of
workers who have not recelived training .
but who have bien on the job as long
as the graduates. : -

- Compare the on~the-job performancg of a
small sample of graduates- (less than 50)
with the on-the-job performance of a
o similar sample of workers who have not
, ™  had recent training but who have beén
- on the job as long as the graduates
i Compare the on-the-job performance of a
representative group of graduaites with
L the performancef of a matched, or non-
T = Dbiased, ¥andomly selected control grbup
. after both groups have -been working on
* the jéb,.the same length of time. (a
. control grodb'ig 2 group of employees
similar to the group trained with re-
spect to relevant personal characteris-
tics or attributes that dffect job ﬁer-
formance, except that they do not receive

RS S

Adminiéte: a pretest and a posttest to
. - compare the job performance of a group,
) . of people befdre training with their job
. - performances after training (no control
groups 'are used}. .- .
) Administer a pretest ang a posttest to
, both a training group and a control group
‘ . . —. {job performafice scores are taken on: both
groups before training and again after
training}. : ‘
- ) Other--an analysis of ‘the "Sther" tech-
: ’ niques indicates that these re-
spondents ¢onsidered post course v
- ‘questionnaires, supervisors® re- °
CT ports ‘on trainees, interviews
. with graduates, and similar mea-

B .are not considered such by most
training experts. ‘ ‘

) " Percent of regpondents
[y N R -

N ~. lnote a) - -

o

. <+ - 8urements as statistical or experi-= '
'mental techniques. These procedures ~

12 -

55. .

31

<

: 8"Respondents” - refers to-the 19 pereent who used statistical

techniques.
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ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS

FPM suggests that, wherever feasible, an agency make
cost-benefit analyses to determine how available resources
can best-serve the agency. Many factors influencé how indepth
the analysis should be. Some course criteria mentioned in
CSC's Guide are- (1) the content {can the benefits be measured
with any Precision?), (2) the. learning level (skill training
may require a more thorough evaluation ‘than an orientation
course), and (3) the costs. The Guide suggests that the more
costly the course, the more comprehengive the evaluation ought
to be. Two other‘factorsvdiscusqsgvyn the Guide are:

(1) The degree of control exeréisedﬂby'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. . Howeverx, where.
it is desirable to . use frequent 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 measurds.

»

- ' . -

(2) The resources available to the agency: a full scale -
evaluation plan represents- considerable time, money -
and professional competency on the part of the -
training personnel involved. Since increased
reliability comes at a high price, it must be ‘decided
what point on the, continuum constitutes an acceptable
trade off between cost and reliability. This decision
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 tfbining, the CsC Bureau of
Training developed Training Value Model I (TVM I), theé first
in a planned series of models. Agcording to the Bureau,

TVM I: . ) ' -

"¥ * * relates specifically to training designed to .
.improve ‘performance of those work activities that result
in measurable products or services. TInitial estimates
suggest that the model has potential’for application
to the daily activities of nearly one million Federal.

"+ émprloyees. Utilization of this process will enable :
management to.assess whether training would significantly
improve employee effidien¢y.. Faced with a choice of

- .
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several training ‘alternatives, the model will also
provide the manager with necessary information for
selecting that training which is potentially most
effective."” . .

Because TVM I was developed only recently, our guestion
naire did not ask if it was useds We did ask if the training
benefits were analyzed and to what extent. Forty-seven per-
cent analyzed benefits, using the procedures w@ich.folldw.

Percent of respbndents-

LY

) (note a)
Identify benef itts,,i . ' 87 ] .
—Measure results ' 44 '
Measure benefitsi ’,-.* _‘ 28 - . -
Measure dolié; value ° - ' ’ 10 .

Cost§penefit. ratio

angespondents” refers; to the 47 percent who

~

analyzed benefits. ‘ .

-
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training. Over half said they had insufficient resources. - :
“Many commented that additional resources would allow more

CHAPTER 5

." PROBLEMS WITH TRAINING

-

GENERAL PROBLEMS ‘ T

Almost 60 percent of the respondents had problems with.

sophisticated course evaluation which, in turn, would make
courses more effective. Lack 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 dis-
incentive cited is, "The benefits of training are not clear
to top management." The report goes on to state, thats

"This is especially a problem. because of tbe 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 moré evident."” -

-

'Respondents cited. the following problems. - - - SRR
) . ) S N e .

. <o ) Percent of L
. . . : respondents gnoté a)
Insufficient-resources - e 56"
Results’ cannot be determined . 37 e
Line’ management falls to allow wha® . o e
' was taught to be used on the jdb .31 ¢ S
Prdﬁnct1V1ty cannot be related to ' :
training. o 25
. Training: reports too low in organlzatlon 14 .

"Peer~group pressure counters what was
--learned . P - 12,

* ‘ t*c\.; :&E‘l
Other (these responses dealt primarily - . i«

- with trainee selection and-a lack ¢ : P

of support by managers and super~ . : .

V1sors) . _ , R 22 . L e
"a"Respondents" refers to the 60 percent who had’ .

problems w1th training.
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'ﬁespondents' comments'indicated that problems with

.

(P

training programs were widespread among departments, regard-
less of -the size or scope of the training dfficers' res-
ponsibilities. ' The problems generally related to selection
processes, management support, and evaluation technidues.

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 they"ll
stay." Typicdl comments were: "traiming for training's
sake with little or no regard for’  possible benefits;"

"people whd 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 the trainee
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 wusing 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 skills -on
the job. - Some respondents recommended that managers and
supervisors play a larger role in planning and coordinating

" tradining with on-the-job goals. Many respondents felt that -

if the managers' and peers' attitudes could not be changed,
training might be useles§} ’

‘<
' .
., P

[

EVALUATION PROBLEMS  * . ° p ' P

EL P

. S.¢ s -~ ‘ “
Thirty-niine percent of thé respondents were dissatisfied

- with the level of evaluations. - Of these, 75 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 management -
support,"” or "apathy from trainees and field line super-

visors."  Others reported that the course planning was t¢6

vague for evaluation,'(Sge ch. 3.) :

.Many respondents said that few, if any, methods were

availdble to evaluate the impact ofwnoﬁtéchnical‘cohrses .
becguse it is impossible to measure quality. Many urged that
a skandard evaluation procedure, be developed. - ~

»
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- Many respondents wrote that they were interested in
improving their .evaluations 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: "In training, the concern is to-be able to show

. that something has been done, not that something effective

has be'en done.".
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' /' CQNCLUSIONS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS _— - - e
CONCLUSIONS o . S SO /

. - P

-~ .0ur questionnaire results shpw/that/thefevaluation re-

' quirements of GETA, Executive Order 1¥348; and the recommenda-
tions of the Subcommittee report of 1967 are nqgt béeing met *
adequately. - e e T e .

T - - .

- B

The extent and degree to which training cost daté'wasx;"
collected varied widely. . While most respondents collected. i
some data, number were not doing so to the extent considered
necessary by training authorities for effective cost-control;}//.

3

v

Y

for example, some did not even identify thé two largest ‘
elements of training cost--trainee and training staff salaries. .

’The'véry slight use made of CSC's TCM is sqrprising_siéce
TCM is discussed in CSC's fiscal year 1972*annual report and

\

3 ST TR O AT TR R AT A R R E O

e T T R N N
v - ‘
i 3

. also suggested in the FPM, and CSC has publicized TCM and .-
conducts training in its use. . .-, . —
. . . > 9 / . .
Although almost-all respondents reported that they had
written' training course pPlans, the plans often lacked the
specific features necessary for future course evaluation.
X "Strengths in_ the plans we;e.iniareas»oflcourse'delivery*= o
" objectives, curriculum, materials, and lesson plans. Weak- - .~
nesses were in areas of greatest consequence to course evalua-—'
tion and modification—-trainee qualifications;- measurement
of learning during and upon completion of the course; ahd
’;(, . validation, evaluation, and updating procedures. .

I3
(SN

Some performance measuras were taken during the course,
‘some :upon its completion, and some after the trainee's rer
.. turn to the jeb but the extent, the  detail, the timing, and )
> *< . "the scope the measures used varied widely: In many. cases
 -0f these measures was: so 1imité&-that\effectivéfxa
tion would- have been -impossible, While training >~

T . -aGthorities wsay it fay %ifggzgiblé to assess the effectiveness"

of 'a course‘by using a traineé@ critigue or asking the trainees

.- 7.7, if they liked'the course{and only slightly over half:thé -~ - ., "
e ‘respondents, did Elﬁ_gj;f"theY-also say -that évaluation of

= 77" " this type is generally inadequate to determine how th

ner e course .
~needs to be modified, . ’

. \

- . . s k.
e a . .

-
- Lo T BN v .

"Employee Training in Federal Service F¥ 1972." TIts use it ' T
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. : ' Assessing the on-the-job performance of the trainee 'is "
e - _probably the most crucial step in evaluation because it
. .. demonstrates ¢tourse -adequacy and relevancy.  To make sat-
igfactory measurement of the ‘on-the-job-performance change =~ )
possible;. cougse objectives mus€ be .clearly planned ahd. - v
. Specified. Unless and until\on~the~job‘effectiveness-is Sy e
. .- measured against coursge objectives_and courses are ,then modi~’
i ) . fied accordingly, the benefits of particular courses and, in
S turn, effective management of training may be quqstioned.‘ .
. ~ Statistical and experinfental evaluations are not widely - -
: . conducted; those that are done are elementaxy. However, over
L 60 percent of the reépondents said that they were satisfied
R with the level of evgluations being ‘performed. TV I could -
be helpful if TCM were used more oXx if data on.the course. o
costs upon which TVM I depends were collected more thoroughly. .
e 0 T Few; if any, Government ageficies have sufficient . s
RO "+ - resources to fund all needed training. .Therefore, justifying .
) “  the value of courses by citing on-the-job improvements is )

L]

~~~~~~

.

L _ 2 [ crucial to efficient apd effective Government manpower
. ¥ 437 .management. ' ‘ ) L : I .
.. % RECOMMENDATIONS . ' ' R
L . . . . . N -3 . . o,
el ppé” Chadrman-€SC, . SHoudds - . - Dol Dl
e ' . . o - . a oot ' L
e e ‘ . -“Work with Federal “departments and agencies on the
L ) « £indings and problems identified in this report.
S : ... =-Follow qﬁlto determine steps taken by £hé'départment%,'
. and ,agencies for improvement. ' et )
S . . '. N “‘. ) ‘ ) - " w ) i
U T --Reemphasize that it is the departments' .and agﬁnciésw
s T . primary responsibility to control andjevalliat&training’
A T for. their employees, . - ) - -
T  ‘~—Moﬁitor the evalﬁatiéh of training in ¥n departmenté oo
. » ' " . and agencies and promote succesdful gethodg of evalua- =
; . ‘. #ion... . . PR = o -
e ' - 3 P ¢ 4 ‘ . - . 4 50 e : ‘.1‘ ,r" E- ol ' D ‘ “
L e N ’ N ,' . . v o o ;” ‘,‘//'W”
. ... ¢  Specific actions of CSC should include: T ;

o

1 ' ‘ . . - ”' ] ‘ .’ ’ . ) N v S » ) “‘
R . - .. ==Defining. and achieving a_congensus among the Executive
e, L "~ .. departments and.agencies on elements’ that make up the
T .. . - . total cost of training and then insuring that data on
sowcl. .- - . ‘these elements is uniformly determined and collected.’
. el C T . R R A -
¢ “f’&: e “:, .‘e, ; . . . , V.“ ; :'," : :_ .n ) . 4'1); - 6“3‘0” ‘,:A{, E
s < N aa:_;d B . ‘-}‘l" — - . ) N . . K i ) . %, - . -
. - PN - Cy e e v Y ¢ o MY oTeTNTes
B T R R o S o R . \
A Tt 88 e s
R T I - LT A e T e
. . ‘\,I - N " 29 N , . ": )‘"s_ Coal ‘4‘\?'1"‘1“.
o g S T T e e e
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‘--Helping the departments and ag¢n01es develop written
course plans which include/instructions for course
delivery, measuring resul s, and modifying and up-
datlng the course. “ 1

s /7

’MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS -

. This feport should heié the Congress assess how we;}%
CSC and the departments and agencies are fulfllllng the
evaluation requirements of GETA, Executive Order' 11348, and
the recommendaﬁlons of- the_Subcommlttee_report of 1967. .
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- APPENDIX I . P ‘ -«  APPENDIX I. '
. i . .
\" a - “ - . ’
e - - . — ° . '
* ' L e ‘ o C
. Ga0 FORM 425 . vav 8 ; -
o ) T, TRANING EYALYATION $UEY Y PREP AR - AT e .
. ki Al M) N ;
INSTRUSY IRS . / - -
2 *
Filt out this questionnaire for one coursv For which you arg teapenior = hiuase Jhe enwu that receives the mesy effective evolletion.
*If other people hove more knawledge of a specific srea, <imgse 7§ . 1AM ukzisiance,
.. - . Cortespandencd, Civil Service Commicsion rand pace g venman fong fom Soveses cre excluded lrom this survey. 4
- ! . -
‘ < ) i RL,Po.ﬁem ityF ORMATION ‘ ,
NAME OF RESPONDENTY T / P YELESHONK ..
M : X .
’ . i / ‘r -
®DSITION AND JOU CLASSIFICATION SERIES \ /
\ , .
DEPARTMENT AGENCY - %
- ‘ ' LI
: ACORESS CITY AND 3TATE . 21 CQOK
. ® - ‘ )
L2 .
. THE NUMBER OF COURSES IN EACH OF TRE FOLLOWING CATLGORIES FOR ®HICH YOU ARE RESPONSIALE DURING FISCAL YEAR T
: ! e o .
¥ | * .
. NO. OF PROFESSIONAL counsss msmlcu ’ ¥
oo . SCIENTIFIC, LEGAL & RELATCD * D"°' OF TECHNICAL f:ouns(s , »
"°s'u°p'r33?‘s‘.'é'.§*c%‘u*&§" KANAGEMENT & ﬂ [::].49. OF OYHER COURSES (CLERICAL, ETC.) /
' i ) DESCRIPTION'OF CQURSE SELECTED F’GR QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONsE ; ) i .
NAME OF COURSK ] I S . %
f . - - ‘ A
. kd . 4
, 3
. APPROXIMATE COURSE OURATION, toAYS) APPROXIMAT E°NUMBER OF ENROLLKES PER FISCAL YEAR e
CATEGORY OF COURSE: (Check One) ~ T, o ~ . /
» . A » ra
DPROFESSIONAL,(MEOICAL. SCIERTIFIC, LEGAL & RELATED) \)D TECHNICAL -« ’
. R ' - . // .
¢ - . E]Aommsmnwz. MANAGEMENT k SUPERVISION  © quzn (CLERICAL, ETC) y
e SPONSOR OF THE counse, ; ] . - P / )
. . 3 @ : - . . .
> - e Dmeucv mencsncv . Dnon-covennuznr SHORT-TERM s s ' /,'/ T
. . ~
; THE NUWRER OF CGURSES IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES FOR WHICH YOU DO AN EVALUATIOR SIMIL AR TO THAT OF :
. . THE COURSE SELECTED FOR THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. . / -
v . « /
[ NO. OF PROFESSIONAL COURSES (MEDICAL, Ny ’ . Y
. ———  SCIENTIFIC, LEGAL & RELATED) roe —— NO. OF TECHNICAL COURSES < ° YO
C ; / .
i NO. OF ADMINISTRATIVE, MANAGEMENT & . . . w
—"upenvision Bounses e NO. OF OTHER (CLERICAL, ;/c.) counses / . -
~ . - . 4 “
. PURPOSE . .y 0
: L R , 1 WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF TNE 'counset (Chuk Ono ermere) . < -
. 1 A, - <
i / . ]
. . [Jueer oncamzarionar oaus- [ ]mecnesse Prorictency PERSONAL DEVELOPMERT ‘ :
e - . . 7 > -

* [Jwuenove HUMAH RELATIONS ) E:] SAFETY . Gom;’u/n/ﬂon . . .
/ ' -

PROVIDE J08 ENTRY SKILL, APTITUDE, OR - 0
EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS ST L. OTHER (P1ekse Speclty) ®

©

sco/Pt-f N - L. ] D .
! 2 FOR WHAT OCCUPATIONAL GROUP I3 THE COURSE GIVEHT (Check Ono%.) : * . > .
. M . N ’ b
P . [:j #ROFESSIONAL (ACCOUNTANTS, ENGINZERS, * mnm."o;;mo"“_, AND TECHRICIARS Ny RsES’, . A
. pocTORS, €TCH . s AIDS, LABDRATORY TECM., l'rc.) IEEL S
- Ejmuuc:ns on Icpmmsmuons i < B CLERICAL AN, orsice WORKERS ) L - ;
. . _* e e - . o P
: ‘ . D SKlkLEb TRADES. OPERATORS, ‘sgwcc«omnns ANO u.som:ns : - . "
PR ' PR
. © '3, ARE EKPLOYLES AT A spscmc OQCUPA‘NONAL LEVEL naoumco o TAK! THIS counssz v - o 4
B . t U « . a0
Lo v e e M e T
Y . R - T : v lzo . A : s
R : : JUme— T o ;
L ' < ¢ ¢ e e e - . o
s . " . s e , . s - ) '
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v “A.KE Tn! FOLLOWING TYPES or NAHPO'!R uﬂuu’esr
‘. .
z»ir.uuua:a OF WAKOAYS neoumzu BY THE sTaFr’
ECoURsE st AU SRS

aon
{j o PREPARE THE COY ?
. . < 0

e
DHO THE HUMBER OF IANDAYS BEOU"!EO DY THE STAKF TO AOH"“ST(R N
- ANCS TEACH THE COURSE PER RISCAL ¥EAR N L. "\ M .

. -
L . -t . 4

i

- 1S AN QCCOUNTI).GG HAOE OF THE COURSE COSTST . N X

sz; guop . . " . . ‘. ’

1 Ne, g0 t» £ .. < . .
LLOWING COSTY OETERMINED FOR THE COURSE? . N

$. IF YES. ARE TNE FO

' Dm [Jre

NO’ 'KOH’IOI ANO R!L&T!O FEE COSTS - 4

TOTAL DIRECT LA&R COSTS FOR THE STA

DY&D NO TRAVEL AWO PER DIEM

’ - -
.« PLAHNING, REVIEX & REVISION', .
. 3. 0O YOU HAVE A:COURSE TRAINING FLAN SPECIFIEQ D vES D<u° e gots 11. ’

Dﬂwumc OlJtchVES D THE CURMCULA OR CONTENT -

‘ DTMDUNG )(AT..R!AL l EQUIPNENT D TRAINEE Q\!AUFICA‘I’I,ONS

T OF wCCESSPUL VALIDATION & EVALUATION
(!VALUAT!’ THE WQRTH OF THE

: D oucuuzk#uu. nevos
THE PROGRAMMING OF THE
D’counsaon‘m: LESSON

uusu num’or Lunuuuo

v - : T e -
THE TRAINEE SALA
ERSONNEL ASSOCIATED WITH THIS FaXiNinG counse D"!’ D"" . €osTS - - ” -

wuuc r__]couns: couut-nou

TRAINING)

OURES (CHANGES, MSZ%'OK

D -nonr.s s*r?u CTURED TO gzuu T0 SPECIPIC
FARTS OF TH RSE

TRAINING COU N

* 1N WRITING?
’ ; L. IF YES, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING ru‘runu OF. THE TRAINING PLAN i . « 5
. ARE CLEARLY pzanzm o e - . . - i .
Co : . © .
o . » « = ;

1
N TP

)
i

.
ve

. o‘m:n EXPENDITUNES {BOOXS AND HATER S, 1
- D"” D"" s RENTALS, & RELATEQ COSaSL Dvu D’“’_» TOTAL COSTS .
il . . L
7. IS THE CIVIL SERVICE TRAINING COST HOOEL, 1SSUED 1N rznumv 1372, USED FOR E:l,a, D NO - ..
N THIS COURSE? I Yoo g d0 9 - .« . N . . .
. 8. IF HO, WHY HOT? L__:] CIDN'T KNOW ABOUT BODEL D BETTER ALn;quAnvz E:] 700 COMPLICATED TO USE .
L . uo-r AEPRESENTATIVE OF COSTS Doru:n Ptosse spretly) . ) .
F »
- 7 (e~
‘ . e Q( - -
‘ - \ . - I‘ .
i .

PP T . S . N Yy
N T T I T W TR WP T N T T . T L O N T AT
NILCP N N

u on P:nrommc: MEASUR
nbvz THE ruocm),

, .
H

¢

S -

11, are reriooé r:nronuuc' TESTS cw:u DURING
- THE COURSE?D
T21F YES WHAT TYPEOF TESTS ARE GIVENT - R

{Check “ott shat spwly)
D PAPER-AND PENCIL ACHIEVEMENT TEST Dw- OR TASK PERFORNANCE TESTS

e, e

. . Dmstwcwxs mATINGS® D"mn (Plosse spocity)
- . . I3 M ., .
, T 2 ; = ! 3 ’
. T T APERFORMANCE NEASURE OR TEST GIVEN AT THE COMPLETION OF THE TRAINING COURSET
- . . # - D E— .
Pl ) - . .
. e Qwe unesemss , . \ .
- N - ! ~ . a - -
. & .y
5 * 18 1F YES, WHAT TYPE? G P APER-PENCIL ACNIEVENENT TEST {:} -1 on TASX ranrornuucz TESTS i
. (Chock all that opply) . - *
. o, Dmsrmcron RATINGS Doru (13 mm- Specity) <
« . ar—el——————
. N © o ‘ :
S 2 s - . N t .
- ..
"4 TO TQ]'! JOBt -

T . =
‘ll- 18 THE JOB PEAFORMANCE ?F m(TRAININOGRAWAT_! ASSESSEO AFTER RETU

« ’- * ’ " N * :

- Ddx Duo 1t Mo, 4o to 2. - - .

18, 1F YES, I”AT IiASURu ARE TAKEN? l@“ﬁ-‘" M""’l’) ¢ * - N
Dwruvnso,n mmuo

- D;o- r:nrcmuucz ) ¢
» ’f - .

oo [::IOTNEB (Pln). Spesily) h
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[" L. "" . AL, e e ) e P i . '0‘ ;
n - . ) o ° - ’ o .. T . . o " PO 7
. - M * . PV U VU RO’ SO "—'——-——JI ]
. . -y L5 - -
B A A - :
re . 17 HOW LONE: A3 TR GRADUATION ARE THESE MEASURES TAKEN? (Chock more then ono I/ moasursmeont is takon ot
?: - - didlcrent simeny . .j
15 Dt.::s THIN :‘m:r. HOWTHS . m FROM 3 TO LESS THAN § HONTHS . 3
v - ’ ' . . . . T - o
! . . D FROM 6 TO LESS THAN {2 MONTHS Duun 12 KON THS e T, . Lo 3
. LA - - ' . vl ’
- B - -
= . . .. . : . -
i . Yo 18- HOW DETAILEO IS THIS JOB PERFORMANCE MEASURET (Choca One) LN
k] . B : - £
g THE GRACUATE'S JOB FERFPORMANCE IS BATED - THE GRAQUATE'S JOB PERPORMANCE IS RATED ON A .
3 e - - ’ OETAILED SCALE 10.00 vEre ano s, LodT FAIR, POOR, -
N . SATISFACTORY OR KOT SATISFACTORY D VERY FOOM S Ensals reE Y, SereruT Sy
£ ‘. N . hd
. . . -
4 \~\\ 13,13 THE GRAGUATE'S JOB PERFORMANCE MEASURE RELATZD . -
: . TOSPECIFIC PAXTS OF Mis JOBY . ; G ves Duo ’ -
’ 2015 THE TRAIRTRG COURSE FORMALLY MODIFIED OR UPDATED?
: . HNe, ge1s 23, : . : ves ) /
; ] . . :
. i .. 2L IF YES, FOR KHAT REASONS? - : . <
; . R .
7 . ~
A DA CHANGE IN CURREMT TRENDS DA CHANGE IN PREESTASLISHED PROCEOURES OR POLICIES
. N . - . .
- : (I cnance i conrss orenamionss on conormions [] » cmance 1 om in aomparsar o5 renromsance
L3 . - . bl
) : DA RESULT,OF SPECIFIC PACELEMS D A RESULT OF COURSE PRE-TESTING _ A RESULT OF JOP PERFORMANCE
. . - RS, - : RAYINGS .
" ’ DA RESULT OF BEXEFITS OF TRAINING Eﬁmzn{m.u.;num ) -
’ EVALUATION TECHNIQUES ' N - T -
22 ARE STATISTICAL OR EXPERIMENTAL HETHODS USED TO EVALUATE : o -
. | THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TRAINING COURSE? D"“ .D“ 1 Ne, 4o 1o 2¢. :
. —
- % IF YES, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING PROCEGURES ARE USED! (Chect oty that spply) s
COMPARE TNE JOB PERFORMANCE OX A LARGE (100-500) RAKDOH KON BASED SAMPL EZ QK.RJOUIT“ WITH A SIMILAR ’
AN D ERADDS DI ORKERS WHO NAVE NOT RECEIVED TRAIHING, BUT w8 HATE piast? ON THT JOB AS LONG AS THE
. CRADDATES, . ot .
'\'.-/ - . - -
. CUELRE TNE ON-THE-JOB PERFORMANCE OF £ SHALL SAMPLE OF SRADUATES ILESS THAN 90 CASES) WITH ON-THE-JOS
. ORTROMMANCE OF A SHILAR SAKPLE GF WORKENS WHO HAVE NaT A RECENT TRAINING, BUT WNO NAVE SEEN
; ON THE JOR AS LONG AS THE GRADUATES, - .
O ARG JUE ON-THEJON PERFORMANCE OF A REPRESENTATIVE GROUP OF GRAOUATES WITH TME PERFORMANC
) . OF A MATCHED OR NONBIASED RANOoNEY Fet C e CONTROL GROUP AFTER BOTN SROUPS MAVE RE M NORKING
SRANE IR THE SAME LENGTH OF TIME. (A CONTROL GRBHS e r G0UP OF EXPLOYEES SIMILAR TO THC GROUS
ARCE GO MTH RESPECT O RELEVANT PERSONAL CHARACT Crs1 s oU! ATYRISUTES THAT AFFECT.JOB PERFORK.
AKCE, EXCEPY THAT TNEY 0O NGT RECEIVE TRAINING T O - )
. ‘ M ‘ . . . .
L - " -
A PREANQPOST TEST THAT COMPARES THE 108 PERFORMANE OF A GROUR OF PEOPLE BLFORE TRAINING WITH “
E] THEIR JOB rurom}uc:s AFTER TRAINING (NO CONTROL GROUPS An;'ﬁ:gm.' " . :
. , ) ’ - 3 i . i N * .o
A BRE AMD POST TEST WITH A.CONTROL GROUP (JOB RERTOIUANCE SCORES ARE YAKEN ON OTH THE TRAINCE - R
AND THE CONTROL OROUP BEFORE TRAINING, AND AGAIH AFS LS TRANING.) . . .
. - ' . , E
hd . - N hd . ‘ . . ’
A ’ ) : Bomu (Pleiee Specity) ., _ . (. . C ’ . . )
w37 16 ARE THE SENEFITS THAT RESULT FROM THE COURSE ANALYZEO? . . :

. ° : .
. i D"“ Dﬂo UNo botos. ; 2 . .

23. IF YES, IN WHAT DETAILT {Check off ther opplyy .

: R
. S ’
A9 !

- i d .
. . Dlgznﬂn TNE senertTs - Duzuunz THE SENEPITS, Duuwu

,D«:Awn': THE DOLLAR VALUE OF TNE BENEFITS

= e .
THE RESULTS OF THE sENEFITS .

quwu THE COST RENEFIT RATIO _ .

. - 28. ARE YOU DISSATISFIED WITH THE LEVEL OF CVALUATIONS BEING PERFORMED?

S - - T
- . [:jv:s : Duo‘»’*nm,pun I .

. GAOC FORM 428 . :

240
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TAPPENDIX, I- .. .

. v

,

. o a
o3- IF YC3, FOR WHAT REASONS? (Chess all that sppty)

_TRAIKING SEYOND CRITIQUES

Ry

TRAINING COURSES# .
P TP - ten

o P 3

- r"‘] DO, MOT THINK IT NECESSARY TO EVALSATE
; — - .

WOULD RATHER INVEST RESOURCES IN ADOITIONAL D OTHER (wdﬂi ) -
s .

I

N N - + .

. . -—

. D LACK OF STATISTICAL ARD EXPERIMEHTAL KHOW HOW

I3

', -
D LACK OF RESOURCES TO CARNY DUT EVALUATIONS

.

s Vs R
- 4 -, aa .. -

.
i

3. ¥ YOUR ORGANIZATION 15°DRVI

i

ELOPING A SYSTEM TO EVALUATE TRAINING, PLEZASE DESCRIBDE R

-
t

-8 WY DOES THIS COURSE RECEIVE YOUR MOSY EPFECYIVE EVALUATION? : .

DH!‘ WURS!

Diﬂummznr iNTEREST .

[::lswumcu-r YO AGENCY WISSION

. D OTHER (Plssse Spocity) .

PROBLEMS WITH TRAINING
30. DO YOU HAVE PROBLENS WITH TRAINING?

‘ Dves Gno 18 He, go 10 32,

2

3t IF YES, YHAT ARE YOUR'PROB.ENST (Chock All that aply)

D TRAINING REPORTS TOO LOVW IN THE O.RWIZATION

LINE HANAGEMENT FAILS TO ALLOW WHAT WAS TAUGKTY
TO SE USED OK-THK-JOS

- Drua GROUP PRESSURT COUNTERS WHAT WAS LEARNED B RESULTS OF TRAINING CANNOT BE DETRMHNED

Domu (Plocse Spocity)

. Dawaczs I PRODUCTIVITY CANNOT BE RELATED
TO TRAINING  “ . X

-E}uuwrnamr rREYOURCES

- ‘. N .

A

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

’
32, IF YOU HAVE ADDITION AL COMMENTS ON Al
EXPRESS YOUR VIEWS IN THE SPACE BELOW.

- R - - -

4 .

‘ .

2 :
HY OF THE ITEMS WITHIN THE QUESTIORNAIRE OR TOPICS NOT COVERED, PLEAST
YOUR ANSWERS AND COMNENTS ARE GREATLY APPAECIATED.
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"* APPENDIX II

¢t personnel in the executive. departments. (Foxr example, if
*Department A had 160 training personnel, representing 10 per-—

" RETURN RATE

2
g
w.

- e e e - [P, R b

- ‘ °
SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

’

~

SAMPLE SELECTION BY DEPARTMENT -

Executive department training officers gave us lists
of their agency training offigers, 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 sufficient™
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 thinped so that each départment -
was represented in the overall sample in the same proportion’
as its total number of training personnel to all training -

_cent of the total of 1,606, then 10 percent of the overall
sample- was randomly selected from all guestionnaires returned
from Department A.) We included 30 questionnaires in the

- overall sample analysis. - ° ‘ .

A -

y

Of the 881 questionnaires sent, 205 were returned by =
personnel who were not legitimate members of the sample
population because.they were not_responsible for conducting.
training or did not conduct the type of course about which we 5
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 tp the survey and were therefare 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 the nonrespondents were legitimate popula-
tior members. No followup studies were conducted on ‘the 16
percent of the popufation presumed to, be nonrespondents since
'the /tisk of substantially biasing the survey results by fail-
ing to include such a small proportion of ‘tHe population is
low. . - B

& : c ' ’ ‘ ~ ’
. < : . N
- ) ‘):. b ‘ . .
. o . .
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" _ . APPENDIX III‘ v S L " APPENDIX III

A
[N
v
.
.
.
v e
ML LS
- <
Ceal "

~ . . STAT Aﬁ METHODOLOGY .
The results of the various system analyses were percent- '
ages, or proport;ons,,of replies to a spec1f1c questién. '

. ¥hen two ‘proportions “differed, a statisticil test was some- | . 3

’tlmes necessary to determine#hether. the drfference*was B i
statistically,signific Looking merely at the propor- -
tion difference is not tatlstlcally complete. Among other i

factors, the size of the sample, is relevant to determining ]
51gn1f1Cance. To obtain a statistical measure, we chose the - ’ E

Z test, whlch tests hypotheses concerning several proportlons.1
g A3
. . 1
r :
FORMULA: -— i
}
' ‘ X . 1
) -n_]- - l"l2 Vo i
z= -
' : 1, ] ;
Vpﬂ-ﬂ(—. —)
1 n2 - . -
“ xy + x X4y Xa 2. -
- p= ‘] 2,'P]:—'- PZ:—
ny + n, n, n,
"Py = the proportion of a population answering a particular question(s). -

)
N
!

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

.o

ke

1Irwin Miller and J. E. Freund,

Tt

"Probability and Statistics

for Engineers”

(Prentice Hall Inc., Englewood Cllffs, New

‘Jersey,

-

1965), pp. 193-195.
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ond students; ond non-profit orgenizotions.

their requests to:
U.S. Generol Accounting Office

. 441 G Street, NW,
Woshington, D.C. 20548

their requests with checks of money orders to:
U.S. Generol Accounting Office

Distribution Section .
P.0, Box 1020
- . Washington, D.C. 20013

s

se cocs te

fower left corner of the front cover.

Capies of GAD reports ore ovoiloble to the generol public at

a cost of $1.00 o copy. There is.no chorge for reports furnished
to Members of Congress and congressionol committee staff N
members; officiols of Federol, State, locol, ond foreign govems
ments; members of the press; college librories, foculty members,

Requesters entitled to npod\s without chorge should oddress

Distribution Section, Room 4522

!

Requesters who cre required to poy for reports should send

Checks or money oiders should be made poyoble to the )
U.S. Generol Accounting Office. Stomps or Superintendent

of Documents coupons will not be accepted, Pleose do not
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