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ABSTRACT . ‘ _

' The purposes of the study were to identify
disincentives to effective employee training and development in
government agencies and to recommend means of offsetting them. The
three stages of the study were (1) an initial search for information
including a survey of employee-development specialists, a literature
search, a review of the findings of a special study on utilization
and productivity, and a review of the previous "Decision to Train®
study, (2) development of working hypotheses as they applied to
executives, managers and supervisors, employee development
specialists (EDS), ané employees, and (3) indepth studies to test the
hypotheses. A budget study showed that little long-range planning for
training and development is carried out at top levels. Disincentives
to training occur as a result of personnel ceiling reductions and
restrictions on travel. A study was made of the role of employee
- development specialists. Indepth case studies wure carried out in
three Federal agencies representing varied missions, organizational
- structures, sizes, and grade levels and occupations, by questionnaire
- and interview. It was found that supervisors and managers train and
develop employees unsystematlcally and mostly for short- term
objectlves. (MS)
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lNote:  This report is divided into five sections for the convenience
of the reader. Depending on interest and need, the reader can look
at‘only the summary (Section I), the actions (Section II), and the

' conc]usfons (Section IV). Or a person can delve into the study .
methodology in greater depth (Section III), dncluding, if desired,
the back-<up materials 16 the appendices (Section V). Sections III
and V are included in the report particularly to encourage others"
doing resea~ch in the training and development field not only to

continue their efforts but also to share their findings.
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I. SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

| The study of the proper uti]ization_of employees through effec-
tive training and development was the charge of the Civil Service
- Commission Uti]izétiqn Committee, Project #2, known as U-2. The Bureau
of Training,‘Civi1 Service Commission, had the lead for this project.
Specifically, the two purposes of the U-~2 study were to identify disin-
centives to effective employee training and development and to seek and
recommend means of offsetting identified disincentives, including basic
structure and system changes if practical. We were looking, in other
words, at situations which act as impediments to effectjve tféining and
development, situations.common to all Government agencies rather than
uniqua to any one of them, and situations for which reasonabie solutions
cou]d be proposed. Thus, while personal characteristics qf those con;

cerned may contribute to ineffective employee training, this problem



did not fall within the province of the study. On the other hand,
we did not 1imit our focus to training systems and structures but
included other areas of management, such as manpower planning systems

and budgeting.'
METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS

The disincentives study was carried out in three stages: an
initial search for information; development of working hypotheses

derived from this data; and in-depth studies to test the hypotheces.

INITIAL SEARCH

The preliminary search for information on training disincentives
enabled us to get a handle on the problem and provided us with a ration-
ale for developing both the hypothesesnand Phe more refined reseafch
techniques reguired to test them. This first Took took four directions:

a survey of employee development specialists; a literature search; @
review of the findings of a special study on utilization and productivity,
done by the Bureau of Personnel Management Evaluation, Civil Service.
Commission; and a review 6f'the "Decisfon to Train" study previously
carried out by the Bureau of Training. The ibformatibn'obtained from

all sources uncovered patterns of problems and interrelated factors

influencing the effectiveness of agency training and development efforts.

”
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HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses derived from tﬁése ﬁ;e1iminary research efforts
were orgahized into four éategories as they applied to executives,
managers and supervisors, employee development specialists, and
employees. Each category contained a general problem statement and
was followed by several more specific étatements which could actually
be tested. If the specific hypotheses were for the most part supported,
that was taken as support for the general hypothesis.

EXECUTIVES |

General Hypothesis

Executives often do not systematically consider and
incliude training and development in their long-range
planning process. '

Specific Hypotheses

Little planning for training and development is
indicated in agency financial plans at the executive
Tevel.

Executives often do not consider future training and
development requirements in the context of a manpower
planning system.

MANAGERS AND SUPERVISORS

General Hypothesis

t
Managers and supervisors often do not systematically
consider and include training and development in
carrying out their respective roles. '



-Specific Hypotheses

Reductions in training; and development occur as a
result of budget reductions; and training and develop-
ment programs are reduced disproportionately to other
programs. _

With personnel ceiling reductions, attendance at train-
ing is reduced. '

Managers and supervisors have infrequent contact with
employee development specialists in solving training-
related prob]ems.

EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT SPECIALISTS

General ﬂypothes1s

Emp]oyee development specialists lack organizational job
knowledge and the skills required to obtain knowledge.

§9ec1fié Hypotheses

Employee development specialists have infrequent contact
with managers and supervisors. :

Employee development specialists have little knowledge

of job analysis techniques and other problem analysis
methods.

Employee development specialistsspend most of their time
on the administration of training and comparatively 1little
on consulting.

| EMPLOYEES

General Hypothesis

Employees often do not receive effective training and
development.

Specific Hypotheses

Emp]oyees are infrequently consulted by supervisors
concerning their short- and long-range tra1n1ng and
development plans. _




Emplbyees doubt that their agencies are committed to
the planning of their individual training and develop-
ment programs,

Employees infrequently believe that they are receiving
the training and development needed to do their present
job properly. ~

Employees infrequently believe that they are receiving

the training and development needed to help realize
their potential.

TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

In order“to gathg$ data which would provide tests of our
hypotheses, we pursued three main avenues of investigation: a budget
study, an employee development specialist role study, and in-depth
case studies of several Federal agencies. .

Budget Study

We contracted for a study on "Federal Budgeting Practices as They
Relate to the Training of Civilian Employees." The study was partic-
ularly concerned with these four areas: |

a. The attention given to training during top management
deliberation on agency or bureau budgets.

b. The formal process for including training requiremehts
in budget preparations.

c. The extent to.which long-range training plans are
reflected in budget submissions.

d. The effect on training budgets of reductions of agency
funds that require reprogramming within fiscal years.

Information was collected from nine departments, two agencies

and sixteen subordinate elements within four of the departments and



agencies. The contractor relied primarily on personal interviews
with training and budget personnel, with a questionnaire used as a
guide in the discussions.

The budget study showed that 1ittle long-range planning for
training and development is carried out at the top levels of an
- agency. Disincentives to training occur particularly as a result of
personnel ceiling reductions and. restrictions on travel. On the
other hand, while training and development plans are often not a part
of budget considerations, trainfng and development programs are not
necessarily reduced disproportionate?y to other programs whén budget

\

cuts are imposed.

Emp]oyee Deve]opment Specialist Role Study

Since we were proposing that the employee deve]opment specialist (EDS)
- was not fulfilling his role, and indeed was not able to do so, we more
thoroughly investigated this question through a 1iterafure search. The
research addressed itself t0'three.main questions:

a. MWhat is the current role of the employee
development specialist?

b. What is the proper role of the employee
development specialist?

c. What are the current views on the desirable
educational and experiential backgrounds of
the employee deve¢iopment specialist?
It should be noted that when we refer to the roles of the EDS in the

discussion below, we are not implying that one person should necessarily
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be performing all the roles, but rather that all fhe roles are the
responsibility of an agency's training office.

The Titerature review of the role of the employee development
specialist (EDS) showed that trainers and managers agree that the EDS
should properly be p]aying three roles: consultant, administrator, and
Tearning specialist. There is disagreement, howéver, between EDS's and
managers on the current role of the EDS. Tfainers feel that they are
now performing as they think they shou]d, primarily as consultants and _
administratbrs, whi]e.mahagers feel that trainers are curreﬁtly spending
much more time as administrators and less as consultants than deemed
appropriate. The literature also reveafs that trainers have degrees
primarily in the fields of education, businesé, and public administration.
‘These concentrations seém appropriate for the administrative and learn-
ing specialist roles. It would seem, however, that such concentrations,
as with many other academic disciplines, do nét currently prepare the
EDS for the adequate performance of the consultant role. Finally, there
is little definitive inforﬁation, as indicated by this literature search,
about the on-the-job experiences-appropriate to the devé]opment of com-- |
petent EDS's.

Case Studies

We tarried out in-depth case'studfes of three Federal agenéies in
order to thoroughly cover the problem areas we had identified and test
the hypothesas we had developed. The three agencies selected repre;ented
varied missions, organizational Strucfures, sizes, and grade levels and

" occupations.



In order to collect data from all levels in the organizations,
We identified several verticai slices, each of which consisted of a
‘major unit of the agency, one or more subordinate groupslunder it,
wseveﬁ§1_qn1ts under each of thoéé, and so forth, until, when we arrived
at thebfifst level sﬁpervisor slot, we included all the employees
under it as part of thels1ice;

.. Instruments for Data Collection

Two data co]]ection methods were used in the case studies--
questionnaires and interviews.‘ The questioﬁnaires were concerned
with individuals' perceptions of and reactions to their actual
experiences with training. The questionnaire results focused our
_attention on those impedimerts to training which had overriding impaét.
We were.then»ab1e through -interviews to look behind these counterproduc-
tive practices and find the reasons for organizational behavior which
impeded effective training and development.
Results
Some of the parficu]ar]y imbortant findings from the case studies
are these:
»- Managers, supervisors, and trainers agree that
commitment to training must start at the top
of the organization and be communicated dounward.
- Currently top manégement emphasis is usﬁa]]y on
achieving production goals, with training and

development seen as an interruption of progress
toward achieving those goals. -



- Little planning for training and development
occurs from top agency levels on down.

- For managers and supervisors, as well as top
management, the contribution of training to
increasing productivity is frequently unclear.

- Employee development specialists have minimal
contact with others in the organization, providing
next to nothing in the way of consulting services
to top management, managers and supervisors, and
individual employees. And their background, both
educational and experiential, does not prepare them
to do so.

- External training course announcements are often not -
sufficiently specific to allow supervisors to make
accurate decisions on the usefulness of the course
for their employees. . U

- External training courses tend to be too general or
contain irrelevant material for the trainees. Part
of the problem may stem from the fact that employees
and supervisors infrequently discuss expectations
about behavioral changes-as a result of the course
before the employee attends the course.

- Timely information about training programs is often
difficult to obtain from external sources of train-
ing.

~ Employees are much more negative than supervisors
in their perceptions of the usefulness of training
for their future development and the usefulness of
the counseling they receive on their training plans.
- People in production areas have particular difficulty
in getting released from their jobs to participate
in training.
Considering the findings from all the U-2 sources of information,
we can take note of those hypotheses which were supported by the data

and those which were not. Only two hypotheses did not hold up in the




testing process. First, unlike our original expectations, reduc-
tians in training and deveTOpmept as a result of budget restrictions
do not necessarily occur disproportionately to reductions in other
programs. Second, and also in contrast to our initial supposition,
employees are actually fairly satisfied with the training and develop-
ment they receive for improving their pre?ent job performance. ATl

other hypotheses were supported by the U-2 research.
DISINCENTIVES

The following is a summary of the U-2 research findings in the
form of disincentives to effective ehp]oyee training and development.
‘Our analysis leads us to the conc]usibn that the first six disincentives,
as indicated in the description which follows, form an integrated,'
cause-and-effect system. The chart following the descriptions graphi-
cally displays the disincentives process.

1. The benefits of training and development are not clear
to top management.

This is especially a problem because of the lack of
methods which Currently exist to demonstrate poten-
tial benefits to managers. Without means to deter-
mine training and-development benefits, top manage-
ment is likely to concentrate its resources in areas
where the returns are more evident.

This disincentive has two major effécts, which become the next
two disincentives on the List.
o _
2. Top management rarely evaluates and rewards managers
and supervisors for carrying out effective training
and development.

-10-




Obviously, if top management is not clear about the
benefits of training and development, and is clearer
about the outcomes of other organizational efforts,
its reward system will reflect such an attitude.

3. Top management rarely plans and budgets systematically
for training and development.

Lacking knowledge about the effects of training and
aevelopment, and about long-range agency manpower
needs, top management is neither 1ikely to nor able
to carefully consider training and development 1in
formuiating long-vrange agency plans and budgets.

Disincentives #2 and #3 lead to disincentives #4, #5, and #6.

-4, Managers usually do not account for training and develop-
ment in production planning.

Without appropriate guidance from top manzgement concern-

ing agency training and development plans and budgets,
managers are not able to systematically set aside time

and money for the training and development of their employees.
If resources were assigned to such a purpose, employees would
be more frequently sent to the training and development pro-
grams that are plauned for them.

5. Superv1sors have difficulty meeting production norms W1th
employees 1n training and development.

Without the appropriate planning discussed above, super-
visors often find that production requirements preclude
sending their employees to training and development.

6. Supervisors and managers train and develop employees
unsystematically and mostly for short-term objectives.

Unsystematically because of the lack of planning and
mostly for short-term objectives because of the immediate
return evident by training and development of this sort.

7. Behavioral objectives of training are often-imprecise.

People attending a training program may expect certain
behavioral outcomes from the course, the course instructor
may expect a different set of outcomes, the supervisor of
the participant another set, and so on.

-11-




8. Training programs external to the agenqy sometimes
teach techniques and methods contrary to practices
of the participant’s organization.

For example, writing techniques are taught which may

not be acceptable to standard agency practices and

hence the participant is discouraged from using newly "™
learned skills on returning to the job.

\

W

Timely information about external tra1n1ngﬁprograms
is often difficult to obtain.

The Tack of this information makes training and develop-
ment plans difficult to construct.

10. Agency training and development effectiveness is
impaired as a result of statutorv restrictions on
travel funds.

When an agency's travel funds are restricted, travel
money for training and development is often reduced
by the agency, rather than travel money for other
ongoing programs.

11. The employee development specialist provides Timited
counseling and consulting services to the rest of the
organization.

The consultant role is not carried out with top manage-
ment, with supervisors, or with individual employees.
Yet all the information gathered in the U-2 study points
to the consuitant role as &n essential component of the
employee development specialist's profession.

-12-




THE DISINCENTIVES PROCESS

/

. TOP MANAGEMENT RARELY

| EVALUATES AND REWARDS
MANAGERS AND SUPERVISORS
FOR CARRYING OUT EFFECTIVE
TRAIN;NG AND DEVELOPMENT

N

THE BENEFITS OF TRAINING
AND DEVELOPMENT ARE NOT :
CLEAR TO TOP MANAGEMENT
3. TOP MANAGEMENT RARELY
PLANS AND BUDGETS SYS-

TEMATICALLY FOR TRAIN-

ING AND DEVELOPMENT

MANAGERS USUALLY DO NOT

ACCOUNT FOR TRAINING AND é{///

DEVELOPMENT IN PRODUCTION

V

SUPERVISORS HAVE DIFFICULTY

PLANNING

MEETING PRODUCTION NORMS WITH
EMPLOYEES IN TRAINING AND
DEVELOPMENT

\

THEREFORE, SUPERVISORS AND
MANAGERS TRAIN AND DEVELOP
EMPLOYEES UNSYSTEMATICALLY
AND MOSTLY FOR SHORT-TERM

OBJECTIVES
-13-



ADDITIONAL DISINMNCENTIVES

10.

11.

BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES OF TRAINING
ARE OFTEN IMPRECISE

TRAINING PROGRAMS EXTERNAL TO THE
AGENCY SOMETIMES TEACH TECHNIQUES
AND METHODS CONTRARY TO PRACTICES
OF THE PARTICIPANT'S ORGANIZATION

TIMELY INFORMATION ABOUT EXTERNAL
TRAINING PROGRAMS IS OFTEN
BIFFICULT TO OBTAIN

AGENCY TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT
EFFECTIVENESS IS IMPAIRED AS A
RESULT OF STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS
ON TRAVEL FUNDS

THE EMPLOYEE 0EVELOPMENT SPECIALIST
PROVIDES LIMITED COUNSELING AND
CONSULTING SERVICES TO THE REST

OF THE CRGANIZATION

-14-



IT. ACTIONS

It is not enough to identify the disincentives to effective
training and development and stop there. The second task of the U-2
study was to determine methods of overcoming these disincentives.
Since the Civil Service Commission has a major responsibility in the
area of effective personnel management, there is much that it can do
in this regard, and these efforts are described below.

However, the existence of Civil Service Commission activities
to diminish the training disincentives does not relieve individual
agencies of'their responsibility to take action. For almost gvery
action item discussed below that the Civil Service Commission is
undertaking, there is also something that agencies can do on their
own initiative. While looking at the Commission's plans, readers
should consider what their organization or orgaﬁizationa] unit can
contribute to the reduction of training. disincentives, which, as the
study demonstrated, exist throughout the Federal Government. While
the study did not collect evidence of disincentives in State and local
governme;ts and the private sector, trainers and managers in these
éreas would be well advised to see if similar i!1s existing in their

organizations might be treated with similar remedies.

Since the first six disincentives form a linked, cause-and-effect
system, the greatest impact on the elimination of these impediments

will come by starting corrective action at the beginning of the chain.

-15-



DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 1

The benefits of training and development are not clear to top
management. - -

Twio ¥é¥éted actions will be aimed at reducing this disincentive:
1) The Civil Service Commission will continue to
support and provide inputs to the ongoing
efforts directed toward developing productivity
measures. These measures will be used both as
a foundation for top level planning and as an
evaluative guide for assessing managerial per-
formance.
2) The Commission's Bureau of Training will continue
to develop and promote the use of the cost/benefit
systems for training and development.
There will never be an active interest in the contributions of
training and deve]opméht to proddctivity in the absence of any real
system for measuring that productivity. To the extent that ongoing
efforts produce expanded and viable productivity measurement systems,
then we expect:
(a) concomitant growth in the interest of the
contribution of training and development
to productivity and
(b} increased uée and benefit from the training
cost/benefit systems presently being developed
by the Bureau of Training.
With productivity measures available, executives will then
have a real and personal reason for knowing what benefits they are
‘receiving from their agehcy's training and development. That is, if
the contribution of training to productivity exceeds the cost of

training, then by training they are going to look better as managers.

-16-



If the contribution of training to prodgﬁtivity is less than cost,
then training is going to make them look worse as managers. In the
absence of any productivity measure executives' interest in the

- presumed benefits from training may tend to center around questions
such as the personal happiness and satisfaction that their employees
might or might‘not gain from the training. At best, their belief in
the efficacy of training and development is based on faith rather
than hard evidence.

With the approach suggested here, decisions to train caﬁ be made
as an investment in human capital, and in essentially the same terms
as any o;her capital investment decision. This approach to decisions
about training is made feasible for the first time by the deve]opmenf
of appropriate measurement devices.

There are several ongoing Governmental efforts concerned with
developing productivity measures. The National Commission on Produc-
tivity is working largely at the State aﬁdt16§a] government levels.

The Joint Project to Measure and Enhance Productivity in the Federal
Government (invo]v{ng primarily Cfvi] Service Commission, Government
Accounting Office, and Office of Management and Budget) has ended its
work with the publication of a final summary report. The report recom-
mends the continuation and expansion of productivity improvement activ-
ities on a permanent basis throughout Government. The responsibility

for carvrying out these activities was divided among the Civil Service
Commission, dffice of Management and Budget, General Services Administra-

tion, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Joint Financial Management Improve-

ment Program.

-17-



A major effort tcward improving the qualifications of managers
through training and development is presently being planned under the
guidance of the Commission. The training received in the future by
all Federal executives and managers will stress the use of productivity
measures and cost/benefit systems as a management planning and evalua-
tion device. The consideration of training as an investment in human

captial is a natural consegquence of such an orientation.
DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 2

Top management rarely evaluates and rewards managers and supervisors
for carrying out effective training and development.

We do not plan to take any direct action for overcoming this dis-
incentive since we believe it will be self-correcting if the recommended
actions for overcoming disincentive number one are effective. We con-
sidered the possibility of setting up a requirement that managers be
evaluated on the basis of whether or not they were carrying out training
and development for their employees. But in the absence of any system
to measure either the potential benefits of training and development or
manaéeria] performance based on objective goals, it is our opinion that
this would tqrn into a numbers game with training done for training's
sake alone. There would be no guarantee at all that it Qou]d be effective
training and development, that the right people would be sent to the
right courses, or even for that matter that too much training and develop-

ment might not be carried out in some cases and still too 1ittle in others.

-18-



Therefore, we are proposing that managers not be directly evaluated
and rewarded on their use of training and development, but rather that
they be judged on successfully meeting both short- and long-range organ-
izational goals. Training and development then becomes a consideration

to the extent that it affects the achievement of those goals.

DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 3

Top management rarely plans and budgets systematically for training and
development.

In order to reduce this disincentive, the Commission will publish
examples of and encourage the use of manpower planning systems in plan-
ning for training and development. A manpower planning system is any
organized process where the future personnel needs of the agency are
considered over time. These needs are considered in relation to
knowledge about the changing mission, growth, and activity of the agency,
the past movement of employees, and the potential for chaﬁge within the
structure of the workforce in terms of future retirements, promotions,
recruitments, and training and development. Thus manpower is considered
in an integrated and systematic fashion with manpower needs being con-
sidered ahead of time and specific plans foir meeting projected manpower

needs undertaken.

-19-



A comprehensive manpower planning program effectively eliminates
the third disincentive since it is functionally impossible to have an
active manpower planning program without including, as a part of that
system, the planning and budgeting for training and development as one
method for meeting projected manpower requirements in the futuré.

There are substantial benefits to be derived out of a manpower
planning system aside from the obvious one of having human resources
available when they are needed. Included among these benefits is
increased employee compefencg, since needs aré anticipated and emp]oyeeé
are trained or recruited for jobs ahead of timé. The potential exists .
for more promotion from within since, when future job opportunities
arise, employees within the organization who are capabie of moving into
them have been considered and have received training and development
that might be necessary to prepare them. Additionally, a working and
realistic career system is more likely to exist under a manpower

planning system.
DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 4

Managers usually do not account for training and development in pro-
duction planning.

At present when managers are scheduling their organization's out-
put, they do not schedule employees during the time when the employees
would be taking leave. Managers know that employees have an amount of

leave that they are privileged to take and work is not scheduled in dis-
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regard of that fact. Unfortunately, many managers do schedule work with
little regard for the training .and déve]opment needs of their employees.
There are at least two methods for reducing thié disincentive

that agencies could use: (1) budget appropriate amounts of time for
training and development activities within théif individual work units;
and (2) set aside central pools of ceiling slots to be used for long-
term training and development assignments. The purpose for using the
first method would be to minimize the situations where either training
is not accomplished when it is needed,lor training is accomplished but
at the expense of p]gﬁﬁéd pr@duction. The purpose for'using the second
method would be to avoid saddling individua] managers with substantial
productivity losses while their people are receiving long-term training
and development.

‘Therefore, with an eye toward alleviating disincentive numbef
four, the Commission'wi11 explore the'aqvisabi1ity and feasibility of
using one or both of these approaches in the various departments and

agencies of Government.




DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 5

Supervisors have difficulty meeting produttion norms with employees
in training and development.

Budgeting time forbtraihing‘and development, and using personnel
ceiling slots for 1on§—term'training and development assignments, will
both impact as well oh disincentive number five. To further overcome
this disincentive, the Bureau of Training will increase its efforts -
to inform and educate trainers about the nature, use, design and deveTop-
ment, and current availability of those-trainihg technology resources
which help reduce time away from thé job by increasing learning efficiency.
Examples are programmed instruction, home study courses, individualized
learning centers, films, cassettes, games, and simulation techniques.
Another means of Timiting time away from the.job is to assure that

only course material relevant to the needs of the participants is included.
To.accomﬁ1ish this; the Bureau of Training will systematically employ the

‘ full range of available research methodologies in order to more accurately
determine the requirements of the consumers of training. That information
will then be used in the design and production of CSC interagency training
courses and programs. '

| To increase the availability of re]éVant course materials, the

Bureaﬁ of Training will take a more active role in coordinating the
development and, as appropriate, joint finéncing of specific training
materials and programs. This will have the effecf of making more

Federally-oriented training material avaiiab]e.
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DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 6

Supervisors and managers train and develop employees unsystemat1ca11y
and mostly for short term objectives.

‘This disincentive is the last in the previously identified dis-
incentives chain. If the first five disincentives are alleviated, then

the sixth will for the most part disappear.

The U-2 study also found several other disincentives which, while
not part of a systematic process, do call for appropriate action for

their reduction.
DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 7

Behavioral objectives of training are often imprecise.

To overcome this disincentive, the Bureau of Training will under-
take a study to determine the nature of expectations surrounding train-
ing and development programs. This study will be Timited to Civil
Service Commission programs and will con§ist of a look at the behavioral
expectations of participgnts, of the supervisors of participants, of the
course instructor, as well as the behavioral expettations that might be
inferred from the course announcement, and the differences between'theSe

sets of expectations. We expect the results of this study to tell us
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the dimension'of‘the problem, its intensity, and where within the
communication chain the locus of misunderstanding exists. From

these khowledges can come whatever actions are required to assure
lthat all interested parties know what a particular cotrse is intended

to accomplish.
DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 8

Trainind programs external to the agency sometimes teach techniqueé‘
and methods contrary to practices of the participant's organization.

For example, participants that we interviewed had been sent to
effective writing courses that taught them techniques and methods
that were unacceptable to their agency. We talked to secretaries
who had been taught to type letters in ways that were specifically
prohibited by their orgdnization's correspondence manuals.

We see this as primarily resulting from inadequate performance
of the consultative role by the employee development spgcia]ist. If
they were better perforiing their consultative role, they wo&]d become
déep]y involved in management and production problems and would be
able to provide authoritative Advice regarding the pertinence and
adequacy of particular external training courses. For a more complete

discussion of the EDS's role, see disincentive number eleven,. below.
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DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 9

Timely information about external training programs is often diffi-
cult to obtain.

This problem partly stems from the agency's own intérna] plan-
ring and communication systems. To alleviate the additional diffi-
culty which may arise from the communication between the Civil
Service Commission and other agencies, the Bureau of Training will
publish the quarterly calendar of Civil Service Commission central
office interagency training courses several months in advance of the
first course offering in that quarter. This will allow agencies
ampie opportunity to plan and schedule their own employee training

programs.
DISINCENTIVE NUMBER 10

Agency training and development effectiveness is impaired as a result
of statutory restrictions on travel funds.

This disincentive will be alleviated as the Bureau of Training
makes information avai]ab]e on training .technology resources (dis-
cussed under disincentive number five, above), to the extent that
the use of certain training methodologies reduces the requirements

for travel.
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DISINCENTIVE =UMBER 11

The e%p]oyee devclopment specialist provides limited counseling
and consulting services to the rest of the organization.

The problem area indicated by this disincentive is of major
concern to the Civil Service Commission. The Commission has a
clear responsibility to provide the assistance which employee
development specialists require in order to fully meet their role
.obligations. The Bureau of Training is now planning, and will soon
have underway, a multi-pronged attack on the problem which this
study revealed:

1. The Bureau will conduct a detailed examination of the per-
formance requirements of the empioyee development specialist in
government, in business, énd in academic training programs. If the
employee development specialist job is essentially the same wher-
ever it is performed, the Bureau will seek profession-wide acceptance
of standardized performance requirements. If the job is not the same,
we will at least develop performance requirements for government train-
ers. The potential benrefits flowing from this action include not only
the strengthening of the professional status of the empioyee develop-
ment specialist but also the facilitation of inter-organizational

exchanges.
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2. Concurrently, Commission-offered employee development specia-
list training courses will be expanded to augment the skills of those
pfesent]y employed, in 1light of the findings of the study described
above.

3. The Bureau of Training will pursue with representatives of
the profession,Aand with interested universities, the feasibility
and desirability of establishing an inteédepartmenta] degree program
to upgrade the qualifications of the entry level employee development
specialist.

4. The Bureau of Training will accelerate its program of develop-
ing sophisticated training management tools such as the "Training Cost
Model," training value models, and training needs determination systems.

5. As an additional assist, particularly for new trainees, the
Bureau will develop and publish a series of detailed procedural hand-
books on subjects éuch as trainee selection and financial management

of the training function.

We are confident that, with the cooperation ard support of the
training community, we can overcome the problems represented by dis-

incentive number eleven.
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"put that time [for training] in the bank as an investment of
individual growth and development.'" (manager)

"We do very little planning in the training area. I think that

for the most part it's a reaction to things, things that either

ecome out of...the Civil Service Commission, things that come out
of our own Office of Administration. And very often that's the

way in which we plan a training effort....I think it's very Jjair
to say that very little planning is done.” (manager)

"The courses that you can take have to be job-related. And if you
have ar. aptitude or interest in another area, you don't qualify to
take those particular courses.” (employee)

If a supervisor epproves your going to training courses, does that
mean that he is interested in your training and development?

"No, truthfully, no....I don't think he is aware that he's not

- interested in i1t. I think that he's so wrapped up in what he's
doing and his tasks, that [he forgets about] the training of the
analysts under him...." (empioyee)

"Training is least often the answer to why things don't get done....
People think that training is penicillin....[But the answer is,]
generally, constraints, operational constraints, that are inhibiting
things from getting done. Lack of time, lack of men, lack of money,
lack of equipment, lack of communication...that allows the guy to know
what the hell to do, lack of management....[But when a man wants to

do the job and can't,] we owe it to that guy to show him how. Training
is least often the answer, but when it is the answer, I don't know
another answer."” (trainer)
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Introduction

A. Purpose

As noted in the first section, the study of the proper utiliza-
tion of emplcyees through effective training and development was the
responsibility of the Civil Service Commission Utilization Committee,
Project #2 (U-2). In that section we presented a summary of the method-
ology and findings and a list of the disincentives discerred. The
purpose of this part of the report is to discuss the research approach
in depth, in order to lead the reader through the specific data collec-
tion processes which enabled us to identify impediments to training and
development. This section may also provide suggestions for research

approaches which could prove useful in other studies and situations.

B. Definitions

Employee--An individual who is responsible for no one's work except
his own. "

Supervisor--An individual at the first level of an organization's
structure who is responsible for the work of others.

Manager--An individual below the executive level who has the dual
characteristics of having authority to commit organizational resources
and of supervising individuals who also have supervisory responsibility.

Executive--An individual reporting directly to a person in pay

schedules III, IV, or V; also referred to as top management.
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Empioyee Development Specialist--A person, other than a full-time

instructor, who is directly engaged in the training and development of
Government personnel. Synonymous with trainer, training specialist, EDS.

Training Disincentives--Factors within the Federal manAgement system

which interfere with effective emplioyee training and development.
Training--Those planned and hichly structured activities designed
primarily to achieve specific benavioral outcomes based on pre-specified
performance objectives. The activities take place within a specific
time frame. Examples are Government and university classroom training.
Development--Those planned but loosely structured activities designed
primari1y to accomplish the work of the organization. The activities take
p]ﬁce wfthin a specific time frame and a broad possible range of trainee
performance is expected at the end. Development is selected experience
which an employee would not be expected to encounter in the routine
perfcimance of his assigned duties. Examples are éonferences, committees,

task forces, rotational assignments, and special projects.

Note: Obviously there are instances when the distinction between the

terms training and development is not clear-cut.

Methodology and Findings
The disincentives study was carried out in three stages: an initial
search for information; development of working hypotheses derived from

this data; and in-depth studies to test the hypotheses.
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A. Initial search

The preliminary search for information on training disincentives
enabled us to get a handle on the problem and provided us with
a rationale for developing both the hypotheses and the more refined
research techniques required to test them. This first look took
four Jirections: a survey of employee development specialists (EDS's);
a literature search; a review of the findings of a special study on
utilization and productivity; and a review of the "Decision to Train"
study conducted earlier by the Commission's Bureau of Training.

These four sources of information were essentially investigated
simultaneously rather than sequentially. In the discussion which follows,
we will briefly describe each of these preliminary efforts and will then
summarize the combined findings. It should be kept in mind that at
this point the study was in an initial stage and that the use of these
particular research methods and sources was designed to point the way to
more rigorous techniques.

1. Employee development specialist survey

The Bureau of Training, %jvi] Service Commission, sent a letter to
each Federal Government official with the responsibility for the employee
development function in his organization {department, agency, or commission).
The letter described tne U-2 study and requested the official's opinions
on training disincentives. OQut of sixty-eight letters sent, fifteen
responses, or about 20 percent, were received by the Bureau. The respondents
represented approximately 20 percent of the Federal workforce. Informal
open-ended interviews were also conducted with experienced Bureau of

Training personnel.

-32~




2. Literature search

We carried out a review of the literature on training disincentives
in order to analyze and incorporate into our study the research which had
already been done on the subject. Most of the re]eVant materials were
concerned with business and industry training and development and were
authored by trainérs, managers, and academicians. The full discussion of
the literature review can be found in Appendix A.

3. Special study on utilization and productivity

Several areas of interest relevant to the training disincentives study
had been incorporated into the "Special Study of Managers' and Supervisors'
Views on Utilization and Productivity Issues.” This report was prepared
for the Utilization Committee by Martin Gannon and Frank Paine, staff
advisors to the Civil Service Commission's Bureau of Personnel Management
Evaluation. The research methodology consisted of sending questionnaires
to, and then interviewing, over 200 Federal managers and supervisors nation-
wide. The level of the individuals, who were selected from five different
Federal agencies, ranged from first-line supervisor to regional director.

4, "Decision to Train" study

In the fall of 1970, a study was completed on "Factors Affecting the
Decision to Train, Descriptive and Prescriptive Strategies,! by Joseph
Cerio and Jeannette Rupertldohnson of the Bureau of Training, Civil Service
Commission‘(unpublished report). Through questionnaires to almost 200

trainees in seven Civil Service Commission interagency training courses and
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interviews with thirty-five of the trainees’ supgrvisors and with
twenty-five training specialists, information was collected on factors
influencing these training decisions: 4Ly should people be:sent to
training? Who should receive traihing? What training should be used

or established? Since the trainee sample came from the Civi] Service
Commission interagency courses only, applicability of the results to the
disincentives study would necessarily be 1im%ted to problems associated
with that type of training. The "Decision to Train® paper is particularly
intéresting, though, because it takes a Took at the ov.zr side of the

coin from one of the disincentives questions--why people are sent to

training rather than why they are not.

5. Summary of findings

In Tooking at the comments obtained in these_preliminary investigative
efforts, we found that.they could be sorted according to four categories, »
those relating to executives, managers and supervisors, employee development
specialists, and employees. The summary of findings below reflects the
opinions obtained through this initial informatioﬁ search.

Executives |

- do not consider training and development in carrying out organiza-
tional problem analysis and p]annfng.

r use training and development haphazardly, without pre-planning.

- use training and development without consideration of costs and
benefits to the organization. |

- relegate the training office to a relatively low status in the

organization.
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- are responsible for creating within their organization an
atmosphere conducive to changes in employee behavior Teading to
greater employee effectiveness.

Managers and supervisors

- reduce training and development activities when faced with more
limited resources (money, time, personnel) than anticipafed.

- may, as a result of these reductions, promise or schedule training
.and development for employees which is then not delivered.

- send employees to training who happen to be available to go when the
time comes to do so.

- need assistance in the use of trafning and development for improv-
1ng;emp1oyee performance.

- need assistance in deve]opin§ work measurement systems which would
enable them to determine if changes are desirable in employee performance
and unit prouductivity. As the result of the iack of productivity measures,
managers and supervisors are not able to calculate potential performance
changes to be accomplished through the use of training and development.

- are not able to determine potential usefulness of a tréining course
from reading the course announcement.

- may not reinforce skills and knowledges newly acquired by employees

‘returning from training and development. v
- do not have much of a voice in the establishment of new training

- programs.
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Employee development specialists

- tend to be concerned mainly with training office pperations,
e.g;, course scheduling, training aids, new'techno1ogy.

- should be concerned with consuitative, administrative, and learn-
ing specialist functions.

- Tack knowledge of the nature of various jobs in the organization
and as'a result do not and cannot provide training designed ic solve
performance problems.

- Tlack fami]iarity'with appropriate analytic tocis ?e.g.; task
analysis) to obtain job knowledge.

Empfoyees

- are not aware of training and deve]dpment programs available.

- do not have a cTeér understanding of what is to be gained from
attending a particular training brogram.

- are not aware of the contribution of training and deve]opment’to
their advancement.

- may not be encouraged to use the skills and knowledges acquired
through training and development upon returning to the job.

- may not be a]]owed to attend p1anned'for training courses when
the time comes to do so. |

- see prestigious training and development programs offered as a
reward to some people and other programs used to get inefficient or
bothersome emp]oyees out of the office.

- if at a low grade level, may have to be particularly vocal in

expressing an interest in training in order to attend.
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B. Hypotheses

The hypotheses derived from these preliminary research efforts were
organized according to the four categories used above, executives,
managers and supervisors, employee development spzcialists, and employees.
Each category contained a general problem statement and was followed by
several more specific statements which could actually be tested. if the
specific hypotheses were for the most part supported, that was taken as
shpport for the general hypothesis.

1. Executives

General hypothesis - Executives often do not systematically consider

and include training and development in their long-range planning process.

Specific hypotheses

a. Little planning for training and development is indicated
in agency financia1>p1ans at the executive level.

b. Executives often do not consider future training and develop-
ment requirements in the context of a manpower planning system.

2. Managers and supervisors

General hypothesis - Managers and supervisors often do not systema-

tically consider and include training and development in carrying out
their respective roles.

Specific hypotheses

a. Reductions in training and development occur as a result of
budget reductions; and training and development programs are_reduced '

disproportionately to other programs.
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b. With personnel ceiling reductions, attendance at training is
reduced.

¢. Managers and supervisors have infrequent contact with
employee development specialists in solving training-related problems.

3. Employee development specialists

General hypothesis - Employee development specialists lack organiza-

tional job knowledge and the skills required to obtain knowledge.

Specific hypotheses

a. Employee development specialists have infrequent contac£ with
‘managers and supervisors.

b. Employee-develepment specialists have little knowledge of job
analysis techniques and other.prob1em—ana1ysis methods.

c. Employee development specialists spend most of their time on the
administration of training and comparatively little on consulting.
4. Employees

General hypothesis - Employees often do not receive effective

training and development.

Specific hypotheses

a. Employees are infrequently consulted by supervisors concern-
ing their short- and long-range training and development plans.

b. Emp1oyees.doubt that their agencies are committed to the plan-
ning of their individual training and development programs.

c. Employeses infrequently believe that they are receiving the

training and development needed to dn their present job properily.
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d. Employees infrequently believe that they are receiving the
training and development needed to help realize their potential.

C. Testing the hypotheses

In order to gether data which would provide tests of our
hypotheses, we pursued three main avenues of investigation: a
budget study, an employee development specialist role study, and in-
depth case studies.

i. Budget study

We contracted for a study on "Federal Budgeting Practices as They
Relate to the Training of Civilian Employees." The study was particu-
larly concerned with these four areas:

a. The attention given to training during top management
deliberation on agency or bureau budgets.

b. The formal process for including training requirements in
budget preparations.

c. The extent to which long-range traininy plans are reflected
in budget submissions. °

d. The effect on training budgets of reductions of agency funds
that require reprogramming within fiscal years. |

Information was collected from nine departments, two agencies, and
sixteen subordinate elements wifhin four of the departments and agencies.
The contractor relied primarily on personal interviews, with a question-

naire used as a guide in the discussions. Efforts were made to conduct
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the interviews with officials from the budget or financial manage-
ment office of the organizations involved together with officigls
from the training office (or that personnel component responsible for
;training). Appointments were made through the Tiaison officers desig-
nated by the departments and agencies in response to a letter sent
out at the start of the study.

The following is a summary of findings; for the complete report
and the questionnaire used during the interviews, see Appendix B.

Top management deliberations on agency or bureau budgets gave
separate attention to training and develecpment of civilian employees
in about 50 percent of the cases studied. Those agencies* and bureaus*
where training and development does gei attention by top management are
typically those, like the Internal Revenue Service and the Fedaral
Aviation Agency, where development and training of personnel is essential
to properly carrying out the program. The missions of these types»of
organizations make it imperative that they triin their employees for
special purposes.

The emphasis on executive development by OMB and the Civil Service
Commission, and the pressures to provide "upward mobility" opportunities
and training forllower grade, minority employees, have resulted in some

agencies and bureaus focusing on {and sometimes budgeting for) these

*For purposes of this report, the term "agencies" 1includes the nine
departments and two major agencies contacted; the term "bureau" includes
all the 16 subordinate organizations studied within four of the agencies.
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particular training and development programs at overall agency levels.

The reflection of long-range tra%ning programs (or training programs
based on long-range manpewer plans) in the budgets of agencies and bureaus
is the exception rather than the rule. Agencies such as those mentioned
above typically relate their budget requirements to long-range plans. A
few agencies and bureaus reported long-range training plans that were not
reflected in budget estimates, either because they had not progressed to
the point where they were ready for estimating, or because there was
insufficient coordination between training and personnel officials and
financial management officials.

There is divided opinion among financial management, personnel,
and training officials as to the desirability of identifying training and
development costs as separate items in budgets submitted to the OMB and
the Congress. The majority of the officials interviewed felt that
training was too "vulnerable" if it was so identified, and that it was
preferable to include training budgets in such categories as “personnel
support," "genera) administrative support,” etc. Officials in other
agencies felt strongly that development and training costs should be
reflected separately. Traiﬁing should be required to "stand on its own
feet."

It was not possible on the basis of information developed during the
study to determine which approach was preferable, measured by success in
getting budgets approved. Amounts of funds budgeted for training and

developmé%t of civilian employees was usually not available in those
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instances where training was not separately identified in budgets.
Indeed, in most instances, the accounting systems of such agencies and
bureaus did not produce useful obligation or cost data on training and
. development activities.

Only a few agencies and bureaus made a spécia] point of referring
specif{ca11y to training and development requirements in their budgets.

Most stated that training requirements were on a “going rate" basis;

“determined by requests and needs;" included in such larger categories

as "personnel support,” "administrative support," etc. “Upward mobility"

and executive devé]opment training requirements were treated separately
at the agency level in budget submissions and financial plans in some
instances.

The manner in whiéh training and deve]opment costs are determined
varies considerably among the agencies and bureaus studied. Some examples:

In a few instances, programs such as "upward mobility" and
executive development are developed separately and costs
are estimated on an agency-wide basis.

Training estimates are included on a factor basis tied to
estimated numbers of new hires (further related to types
of hires) and/or continuing position (also tied to types
of positions).

Development and training costs are based on identified
training positions (or position equivalents). The number
of such training (or position equivalents) are calculated
separately, allowing for factors such as new hires, needs
of the service, changes in staffing for the agency as a
whole, etc. , :
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In some agencies the budget estimate is based

upon manpower ratios for training inciuded as a
percentage of total manpower required for direct
production.

One bureau uses a percentage of new hires as the
basis for iraining costs and thereafter retains in
its training base 10% to 20% of this increase for
use in additional training.

No special basis for training is specified. Esti-
mates are based on what was spent in the past modi-
fied by estimated changes in "needs."

Several of the agencies and bureaus studied mentioned the special
problems faced by training as a result of statutory restrictions on
funds that may be used for travel. One agency which has been expanding
its operations and is very aware of the need to train reported that
its effectiveness in training was impaired as a result of the overall
travel Timitation applicable to the agency as a whole. When a choice
had to be made between operational travel and training travel, the latter
suffered.

Ariother external impediment to training and development stems from
ceilings placed on total employment and restrictions set on budgeted
positions. Some agencies and bureaus include specified overages in
their program staffing estimates to allow for training slots and employ-
ment ceilings; other agencies and bureaus reported that additional budgeted
positions needed for training were "allowed for" in their "overall" staff-
ing patterns. There were special problems in training persons located in

small field offices, since it was necessary to cover such offices while

the regular incumbents were in training.
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Most agencies and bureaus stated that funds budgeted for train-
ing fared very well in comparison with funds budgeted for other pur-
poses. There was only one instance where the review body (an appro-
priations subcommittee) was critical of training requests. Most
agencies and bureaus where funds for training were separately identified
in the budget said that funds for training and development were largely
protected from overall budget cuts. Several agencies, however, reported
that funds for training in subordinate elements took a more than pro-
portionate cut when it was necessary to reduce funds during the course
of a fiscal year. One agency reported an instance where the instructions
from the Office of the Secretary suggested that cuts be taken in train-
ing and travel.

ATwo of the bureaus with large and systematically administered train-
ing programs made use of priority classifications in their training
needs, ranging from “must" training (or "job required" training) to
"desirable" or "discretionary" training. One bureau maintained two
priority classifications; the other had four classifications.

Only a few agencies or bureaus .reported that they were unduly re-
stricted by a lack of funds for training, although several noted that
they were restricted in funds generally and that the training function
therefore suffered along with other needs. There were occasional
inconsistencies, however. The same element reporting no lack of funds

sometimes reported unfilled requests for training.
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The record of actual vs. planned uses of funds budgeted for train-
ing was good in those few instances where information on specific amounts
was given. About half the agencies and bureaus stated that funds pianned
for training, since they were relatively flexible, were either added to
or subtracted from during the course of a fiscal year to a greater extent
than was true of funds for other budget activities. More of the agencies
and bureaus indicated additions than subtractions.

The budget study conclusions support hypotheses la, lack of planning
for training and development at top levels; 1p, lack of training and
development programs in the context of a long-range manpower system; and
2b, reduction of attendance at training because of personnel ceiling
restrictions. On the other hand they do not support 2a, disproportionate
reduction in training and development funds as compared to other program

cuts (see pages 37 and 38).

2. Employee development specialist role study

Since we were proposing that the employee development specialist
was not fulfilling his proper role, and indeed was not able to do so, we |
more thoroughly investigated this question through a literature seafch.
The research addressed itself to three main questions:

a. MWhat is the current role of the employee development
specialist?

b. What is the proper role of the employee development
specialist?

c. What are the current views on the desirable educational

and experiential backgrounds of the employee development
specialist?
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It should be noted that when we refer to the roles of the
employee development specialist in the discussion beliw, we are not
implying that one person should necessarily be performing all the
roles, but rather that all the roles are the responsibility of an
agency's training office.

The Titerature shbws that trainers, managers, and Civil Service
Commission publications, including classification standards, are in
agreement that the employee development specialist should properly
be playing three roles: consultant, administrator, and learning special-
ist.  There is disagreement, however, between the employee development
specialists and managers on the current role of the employee development
specialist. Trainers feel that they are now performing as they think
they should, primarily as consultants and administrators, while managers
feel that trainers are currently spending much more time as administrators
and less as consultants than they deem appropriate.

The literature also reveals that trainers have degrees primarily
in the fie]ds of education, business administration, public admfnistra-
tion, and political science and government. These concentrations seem
appropriate for the administrative and learning specialist roles. It
would seem, however, that such concentrations, as with many other acade-
mic disciplines, do not currently prepare the employee development
specialist to adequately perform the consultant role. Finally, there is
little definitive information, as indicated by this literature search,

on the on-the-job experiences which are appropriate for the development
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of competent employee development specialists.

From what was found in the employee development specialist role
study, we concluded that the evidence iz equivocal when it comes to
hypothesis 3c, the degree to which employee davelopment specialists
actually carry out the consultant role which all parties agree is impor-
tant. For a full discussion of the employee development specialist role
study, see Appendix C.

3. Case studies

We carried out in-depth case studies of three Federal agencies in
order to thoroughly cover the problem areas we had identified and test
the hypofheses we had developed. For each organization we contacted
the training office, described the gengra] nature of the training dis-
incentives problem and the charter of the U;Z committee, and outlined
the research methodology we proposed to employ. Once we received
approval for coming into the agency, we determined with the training
office the organizational units to study and obtained appropriate line
management support,

Of the three agencies used, one is relatively large in terms of
staff size, both in its central office and its field installations. It
is highly operational and is engaged primarily in processing cases of
claimants amd applicants. The second is a relatively smal? agency,; with
an especially small headquarters office and widely scattered field units.
It is primarily engaged in monitoring, protecting, and overseeing natural

resources., The third test agency is between the other two in size
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and its mission is primarily that of collecting, processihg, and
distributing data. The three agencies provided us with a variety of
staff sizes,'missibns, organizational structures, and job and grade
categories.
a. General approach

In order to collect data from all 1éve1s in the organization,
we identified several vertical slices, 2ach of which consisted of a
major unit of the agency. one or more subordinate groups under it,
several units under eact of those, and so forth, until when we arrived
at the first level supervisor slot, we included all the employees under
it as part of‘the slice. (Examples of vertical slices in one agency are
shown on the following page.) We found that this vertical slice techni-
que was the most efficient means of collecting data, in terms of (1) con-
tacting the fewest number of managers to acquire approval, (2) obtaining
as many sub-units as we needed to fill our sample goa1 (approximately 200
employees per agency), (3) passing out and collecting questionnaires in
a short period of time and with a high return rate (see discussion below),
and (4) including in our study a variety of grades and jobs--clerical,
administrative, technical, and professional.

b. Instrumerts for data collection
Two data collection methods were used in the case studies--

questionnaires and interviews.
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For the questionnaire approach we used two forms, one for employ-
ees and one for supervisors (see Appendix D). The first part of the
questionnaire, which was filled out by both employees and supervisors,
asked for demographic information on age, sex, grade level, years with
the Federal Government,.and'number of forha] training courses attended
in the last three years. For the supervisory questionnaire form an
additiona] question was asked on the number of yearly contacts the
supervisor had with his own agency traineré.

The second part of the questionnaire consisted of attitude state;
ments which were Eesponded to by circling a number from one to seven
(disagree to égree); a "not applicable" response was also provided. The
first fifteen statements were answered by employees and supervisors both,
and were concerned with various facets of the individual's own experi-
ence with formal training courses. The supervisory questionnaire containec
an additional eight statements with the same format as the first fifteen
and referred to the training of the supervisor's employees.

The questionnaires were given to employees and supervisors either
on-site or in a central meeting room, whichever was more convenient fov
the particular group. Before handing out the questionnaires, the _
researchers explained in general the purpose of the study. Several
points were emphasized: the questionnaires were to be filled out anony--
mously; the responses would be confidential and no one in their agency
would see them; the questions covered experience with formal Government
sponsored training only; and the responses were to be based on the res-

pondent's own opinions} A11 supervisors and'emp1oyees present at the
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time previously arranged were given the questionnaires. The research-
ers personally collected the responses so that we had a 100 percent
return rate. ‘

The second data collection technique applied was the interview.
This was used in two different ways--as an open-ended discussion with
the managers in our vertical slices, based on several previously deter-
mined key lines 6f inquiry, and in a more structured or patterned inter-
view format in talking with the emp]oyée development specialists of
the organization (see Appendix E).

A1l 1nterv1eWs were tape recorded for later review and analysis.
By recording the conversations the interviewers could more closely
1isten to and follow up on particularly important areas of discussion.
The recorder and microphone seemed not to create any inhibitions on
the part of the interviewees (or interviewers).‘ The managers and
trainers were assured that the tapes would be held in confidence and
that no one else in the agency would hear them.

The p&rpose of the managers' interviews was to determine the
attitudes of managers toward training for their subordinates, their
own involvement with the planning for that training, and their relation-
ship with the training offiée of their organization. In talking to .
trainers we were interested in their educational background, in how
they spent their time and who they worked with in carrying out their
function, and in how they determined what kind of training to provide

the organization.
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We talked to at lTeast one manager at each level along a vertical
s]ice, for all slices. For the interviews with trainers, we talked
to all the trainers if the agency training office was small and to a
sampling of trainers if the office was large. Our total sample con-
sisted of twenty-four managers and twenty-two trainers.

c. Questionnaire analysis

The questionnaires were put through several sophisticated com-
puter analyses. The following discussion is a summary of the find-
ings; for a more detailed report on how we arrived\af these conciu-
sions, see Appendix F.

The first computer analysis was concerned with responses to the
fifteen questions which were answered by both emplcyees and supervisors
about their own training experiences. From this analysis we discovered
that people are very satisfied with training overall. Problems show
up, however, when we Took at specific groups of people and specific
areas of inquiry.

The most important specific finding is that supervisors and
employees differ radically in their perceptions of training in two
areas--the usefulness of training and the organization's commitment
to training,A Specifically, the analysis showed.thaf while employees
are comparativeiyvsatisfﬁed with the usefulness of training for their
present Jjobs, they dn not feel that they are recgiving training rele-

vant to their future assignments. Supervisors are much more positive
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about the usefulness of their own training than are employees.

Second, employees are less positive than supervisors in their belief
that the organization is committed to their training. This difference
in attitude shows up especially strongly when people are asked about
the adequacy of supervisory counseling, which was an indication of the
degree to which the agency is committed to training. Employees are
much less satisfied with <ounseling about their training program than
are supervisors about theirs.

The questionnaire analysis shoﬁed that attitudes are not nearly
as affected by grade level as they are by position (employee or super-
visor), nor does consideration of age or experience measurably change
the results of the analyses. There is one significant difference by
sex--women feel that they have more choice than do men concerning the
courses they attend. While we can speculate on the causes behind this
finding, we cannot draw any firm conclusions irom this evidence alone.
This is particularly the case because complete analyses could not be
performed as a result of the scarcity of women at the higher grade
levels.

From an analysis performed on responses to the eight questions
which were answered by supervisors only, we learned that the attitudes
of supervisors vary significantly according to the agenty that the

supervisors are in. For example, supervisors of two of the agencies

\
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are much more dissatisfied than those in the third agency concerning
the advice supervisors provide to employeesson training. And super-
visors of one agency are much more dissatisfied than those in the
other two agencies with the overall performance of their trainers.
This information is useful to the particular agencies invoived but we
cannot draw any general congclusions from it on supervisory attitudes
overall.

The results from the questionnaire analyses would appear to
support hypotheses 4a, iack of consultation or counseling ﬁrovided to
employees on their training and development plans; 4b, doubt by empioy-
ees concerning agency commitment to the planning for training process;
and 4d, belief by employees that they are not receiving adequate train-
ing and development to help them realize their full potential. Hypo: --
sis 4c, belief by employees that they are not receiving adequate n-
ing and development for their present job, was not supported (see pages
38 and 39).

d. Interview analysis

In talking With managers and employee development specialists we

heard the following points made over and over:

j‘Some managers and supervisors actively discourage employee
participation in tréining and development. But whatever the attitude
of managérs regarding training and development for their employees,
they agree that several organizational conditions serve as disincen-
tives to properly performing all of their managerial duties: organiza-

tional rewards result from meeting production goals, not from effectively
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training employees and, to go along with that, the benefits of traiq—
ing and development are not very clear in terms of their effects on
better meeting organizational objectives. Thus managers and supervisors
are reluctant to spare employees for training because they will lose
their productive efforts. This is a particular problem during times of
personnel ceiling reductions. Developmental programs create a special
difficulty--productivity loss is great because of their length (ranging
from many weeks to two years) and there is a definite possibility that
the employee will not return to the original work group.

- Managers and supervisors vary widely in their support of
training and development, from negative, through indifferent, to posi-
tive. The employee, it would seem, has to depend on the luck of the
draw.

"There are just so many things you can get done in eight
hours a day. ~ And the job and training ave slightly in
conflict, because you've got the job to get done."
(supervisor)
"You've got to periodically say 'Well, to hell with it.'
If this guy got sick and was laid up in bed for six weeks,
he wouldn't be at work. So let's let him go tc that training
course. You just sort of have to run the risk because there
will be somebody else there to do the job. Maybe not as good
a job, but they'll do the job. No one's indispensible. So
you have to. take this approach when it comes to training if
you're really concerned about what your organization's going
) to look like three years from now, five years from now."
(manager)

- Managers feel strongly that if training and development

is to be carried out agency-wide, commitment to that training and

development must start at the top of the organization and be force-
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fully communicated downward.
"One of the major things is to sensitisze supervisors all
up and down the line to this need [for training], from
the Office of the Commissioner on down. -You've got to
take time out to train."
How do you get this across to your supervisors? "My
division directors understand my position, so I have
no problem.” (manager)

- There is 1ittle planning for training and development,
from top levels on down.

- Managers say that little assistance is provided by employee
development specialists in determining training and development needs.
This was verified in several ways. . Trainers themselves do not spend
much time in this consultant activity, nor does their background pre-
pare them to do so. Also the questionnaire analysis revealed that
supervisors have an average (median) of 2.0 contacts with their
agency trainers per year. A number of trainers interviewed indicated
a need for a clearer definition than exists now of what constitutes
training and development and of the proper role of the trainer and the
training office, especially as consultants with managers and supervisors.

"To my knowledge, and I've been in this job a little over
eight years, I've never had anyone from the employee develop-
ment branch of personnel come over and say, 'I'd like to go
over your training plans with you and your ideas. Here's some

ideas I have. Let's get together and make you a program.'"
{(manager)

1
"[We] need more aggressiveness on the part of the manager

to request special training [that he needs]." (manager)
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- External training course announcements are often not
sufficiently specific to allow managers to make accurate decisions
on the usefulness of the course for their employees.

~ External training courses tend to be too general or con-
tain irrelevant material for the trainees.

"In designing a training course you must know exactly what

the man is expected to do. Otherwise you're going to give

him a lot of nice to know and too little need to know."

{trainer)

- Timely information about training programs is often diffi-
cult to obtain from external sources of training.

These interviews provide additional support for hypotheses 1,
lack of long-range planning for training and development by execu-
tives; additional support for 2b, reduction of training when personnel
ceiling reductions occur; 2¢ and 3a, infrequent contact between managors
and supervisors and trainers; and 3b and 3c, little knowledge by
employee development specialists of job analysis techniques and little
time devoted by employee development specialists to consulting (see
pages 37 and 38).

e. Follow-up group interview analysis

The questionnaire allowed us to test out hypotheses and to iden-

tify particularly crucial problem areas, but it was not designed' to !

enable us to provide fuller explanations of those problem areas and

determine cause-and-effect relationships. We therefore carried out
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follow-up group interviews with supervisors and with employees to
more fully investigate the problems with training and development
that they had identified.

The interv{ews were conducted at two of the three test agencies
(the third was performing its own internal audit at the time and was
not available to us) and at the Bureau of Training, Civil Service
Commission. In each agency there were one to.two groups of supervi-
sors, with four to six supervisors in each; and two to four groups
of employees, also with four to six people in each. The total number
interviewed was twenty-two supervisors and forty-two employees. The
employee groups contained clerical, technical, administrative, and
professional cmployees in varying mixes. There were two interviewers

_for each group and they followed a patterned.interview format (see
Appendix E).

We tape recorded these interviews also and, as with the others,
found the people participating to be quite willing to frankly diséuss
the issues raised. -For the two test agencies, the interviewees were
from the same organizational units which received the questionnaires.
It was not necessary, however, for these interviewees to have actually
filled out qdestionnaires. “;

Since the lack of counseling was one important problém é}ea

identified through the questionnaire analysis, and was particularly

a difficulty for employees, we asked about counseling in our questions
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to both supervisors and employees. The discussions confirmed that
nobody gets much counseling on his individual training needs. Super-
visors admit that they do not feel comfortable in the counseling

role and would like more training themselves in order to better per-
form this function. There is aJso confusion about who should do the
counseling--supervisors or trainers--although it is agreed'that some
aspect of it should be done by each. Supervisors teel that they them-
selves are responsible for the analysis of their own training needs,
which may explain why they are more satisfied with the present state of
counseling than are employees.

Those interviewed felt that, -ideally, manpower planning and:
counseling should be coordinated, so that people are directed into needed
occupational areas. They also said that there needs to be coordination
between counseling and money budgeted for training, and counseling and
planned time for employee training as part of production p]annjng.

Concerning the question of who is able to actually participate in
training and development, the interviewees said that people with pro-
duction kinds of jobs, including clerical workers, are less frequently
allowed away from their work to attend training than are people with
professional and administrative jobs; also supervisors report that
they are often too pressed for time to participate in training. At
any rate, we can conclude from the interviews that lower level employ-

ees are told by their supervisors whether or not they can take a course
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when the time comes, while others make that decision for themselves.
Employees who are aggressive and persistent in their request for
training are the individuals who are more likely to actually receive
training. These seem to be particularly useful traits for lower
level employees, especially when supervisors are indifferent to or
negative about training.

"I've seen supervisors [prevent employees from going to train-
ing because they are needed on the jobl...because lower grade
elerks are on production and it's important for the clerks to
be there every day. And they seem to put this before any-
thing else. Whereas a person who is in systems, or in an
analytical position, their time is not budgeted like a lower
clerk's time. Everything is specialized there and you get so
much time for each thing. And some supervisors do begrudge

a clerk time to go because they have backlogs and workloads
that they have to get out." (clerical supervisor)

"We have a girl that's a- secretary and she's the only secre-

tary we have and she's got to go for two weeks of training.

My normal reaction is, can I get somebody to fill in for

" two weeks, and generally, no. 8o it makes it kind of diffi-
cult...for the clerical level....If you get into the

technical area or professional area, we find that we can do

without our professional people away from the desk longer than

we can, say, for clerical people because we can back up."

(supervisor)

Both employees and supervisors thought that the Training Act
required that training be directly and narrowly job-related in order
for employees to take it, or at least the justification-for going has
to have that slant. Employees, especially at lower levels, often
reported thap they feel locked into their jobs, especially because of

_ this narrow interpretation of the law.
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" ..on a eontrol job where you log mail in and out, all

you need to know is your alphabet and your numbers, so

what kind of courses can you take?” (employee)

"Some kind of [upward mobility] plan is necessary because

it's too boring to spend your life working at one job.

People just completely give up. They drop down to the

minimum kind of production and they get extremely narrow

and they quit. Or they feel locked in and hopeless about

the whole thing." (trainer)

Interviewees said that external course announcements are fre-
guently too imprecise to allow proper decision-making concerning the
usefulness of the course. And often they arrive too late to plan for
employee participation.

They also said that expectations about the nature of a training
course to be attended and the possible behavioral changes as a result
of participation are not usually discussed by the supervisor and
employee before the individual goes to the course. In addition, while
employees often said that the course attended was "good," they admitted
that they frequently could not apply the content to their job. Reasons
given for this were: (1) the course material was not relevant or was
too general, or (2) people expected the returning employee to behave
according to the old ways, the procedures established in writing or by

. . \
an unwritten understanding. '

"I've had some experience in taking a course in-career
writing, report writing and I've found each time that
I've participated in a course like this, it's wasted
because [ 1] you come back and write the way they teach
you in class, then it's not going through. You get it
bounced. So in my opinion the time that I've spent in
class and the money spent for the course is wasted."
(emp loyee) '
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"I went to this...Secretarial techniquzs school. I came
back all enthusiastic about...the salutations and the
sineerely yours and everything all lined up like they do
in the Army and Navy, all straight down because it does
save time. And the answer I got was 'Ch, no, we've never
done that.' It's kind of frustrating.'" (employee)

Does this apply to internal training courses? 'No, this
18 external training.'

With the conclusion of the presentation of the findings from
the case studies, we can summarize how the hypotheses fared in the
testing process.

Only two hypotheses were not supportéd. First, contrary to our
initial beliefs, we found that training and development programs are
not reduced disproportionate1y to other programs when budget‘cuts are

'imposed. Second, and also in contrast with our or%gina] supposition,
employees are indeed fairly satisfied with the training and develop-
ment they receive to improve their present job performance.

A1l of the other hypotheses were confirmed by the findings of

the various U-2 research techniques.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

The U-Z'study on training disincentives has resuited in a Civil
Service Commission action pian for feducing the identified impediments
to training and development. The full discussion of the disincentives
and the actions for overcoming them is found in the first two sections-:
of this report. We also Urged'trainers and managers from Federal,

State, ahd tocal governments, and private industry, to consider what

internal efforts can be made to minimize the impediments to training in '

‘their organizations. We would 1like to conclude here by emphasizing
the two key disincentives discovered in the U;2 study.

Disincentive number one is: The benefits of training and develop-
ment are not clear to top management. It is this disincentive which
results in a series of additional, linked disincentives existing

'organization—wide and which therefore deserves particular emphasis and
attention. We have proposed that disincentive number one be overcome
through the use of productivity measures, along with training cost/
benefit systems. With the means in hand to measure productivity,
management can consider the contribution of training and development
to that productivity. It then follows that trzining and development
can more easily become an integral part of the organization's planning
and budget systems. And maragers will have the desire and abiiity to
provide the training and development for empluyees which leads to the

managers' achievement of organizational goals.
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The other highly imbortant di§incentive brought to light by
the U-2 study i$ disincentive number eleven: The employee deve]bp—
ment specia]iét (EDS) provides 1imited counseling and consulting
services to the rest of the organié;tion. The disincentives study
has shown that the employee development specialist is not really
equipped, through academic studies or on-the-job_experiences, to
carry out the consultant role. Without the appropriate skills, the
EDS does not and cannot provide consulting assistance. With EDS
assistance rarely provided; top'managemeht énd others in the organiza-
tion do not expect the EDS to provide consulting services. And as
long as these expectations do not exist, the EDS is notvlike]y to
make attémpts to acquire the skills and knowledges needed. What we
have found, themn, is a vicious circ]e involving skills,  performance,
and expectations. .

" The Civil Service Commiss}on‘s Bureau\of Training is now under-
taking a major, 1ohg-range study of the means to'break this circle.
The study will lead to increased opportunities for peopie who are
- considering the employee development specfa]ist function as é future
profession, and those é]ready in that\qccﬁpation,ito become fuily
qualified consultants to management, supervisors, and individual
‘employees. During the course of this extensive inveétigation,vas
methods are identified to provide EDS's with appropriatexski11s,

these programs and techniques will be made available to them.
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" Gradually, then, we will be providing the employee development
specialist with the opportunities and means to make a valuable

contribution to the management of the organization.

In sum, while there will always be -individual disincentives
to training and deve]opmeﬁt, we can look forward to the time when
- those that have béen bui1t into-our systems of managemeht will be

substantially reduced.
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APPENDIX A

Literature Search

This report will begin with a brief overview of the respective
roles qf the several groups involved in the training and dévelopmenf
function. The bulk of the report will deal with disincentives fo
training and development. For the purposes of this report, the phrase
"training disincentive" means a factor within the Federal management
system which interferes with effective employee training and develop-
ment. ' =

Of the several groups involved in training and development--
executives (fop management), managers and supervisors, employee develop-
ment specialis+s (EDS's), and employees--each has a particular rele +d
play if the training and development function fé to be carried out
effectively (Byers, 1970). For employee training and development fo '
be effective, executives should create within the orgénizafion an
atmosphere conducive to changes-in emp loyee behavior.\ Supervisors
should reinforce in employees behavioral changes.which come about as
a result of employee training and development. The EDS has several
roles to play if training and aevelopmenf is to be effective. He
should act as a consultant to management. He has adminjsfrafive
functions to carry out. Finally, although Tééchingzshou!d not be
his major function, the EDS should possess a knowledge of the learn-

ing specialist role. The employee's role in training and development



is fo increase his value to his organization.
The literature contains numerous examples of fraining disincen-
_ Tives. Disincentives can be grouped under the following categories:

I, Those primarily related to executives and
managers and supervisors;

2, Those primarily related to EDS's;
3. Those primarily related to employees.

Training disincenTives‘which can be associated primarily with
executives and managers and supervisors are varied. Top management
sometimes harbors attitudes which are unfavorable to fraining and
development (De Phillips, et al., 1960). This is unfortunate because

" the attitudes of manégemenT can have both obvious and subtle effects
on Trafning and development programs. As a result of these attitudes,
management sometimes creates restrictive environmenfs which are not
conduciQe to the accepTancé of changes in employee behavior fPfiffner
& Fels, 1964). Also, managers and supervisors sometimes make little
use of those employée innovations which are derived from Trainiﬁg
(Byers, 1970). Thus employees who participate in training and develop-
ment are sometimes discouraged from putting into practice that which
they have learned.

Top mahagemenT could gain an insight intfo the nature of behavioral
change brought about through training and development and, at the same

time set a positive example for employees; i€ They would pafTicipaTe

-68-



A
more frequently in the Tkaining and development process (Pfiffner &
Fels, 1964). They can do this by enrolling in programs of executive
development themselves. Also, managersAénd supervisors may be guilty
of leaviné the employeé out of the decision process wheh selecfiﬁg
employee training and development programs (Owens, [970). Employees
will be more likely to benefit from training and development when they
have some opportunity to help determine the nature of training and
Adevelopmenf in which they will pafTicipaTe.

Top management sometimes establishes training policies only within
comfortable boundaries, thus losing the benefits to be gained by extend-
ing the existing boundaries beyond their customary limits. For example,
if manaéemenf is comfortable with encouraging its empicyees to go to
night school, it could extend! its boundaries by reimbursing the employee
for his tuition upon successful completion of a night courée. When
tuition reimbursement becomes comfortable, management could add "release"
Timé for study. In a simifar manner, boﬁndaries of in-service.fraining
can be pushed back (Byers, [970).

Managers and supervisors often dovnof make the training needs of
their employees known. This hampers the EPS in the evaluation of’
training and development needs and some supérvisors are ac*uélly threat-
ened by increased employee competence (Byers, 1970). Such supervisors
discoufage training and development efforfs, especially when the skills
and knbwledges imparted by training and development are the same skills
and knowledges which define the di fferences between the responsibilities

of the employee and those of his supervisor.
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A final area of management-associated disincentives is that

\
connected with budgets. Whenever there is a financial squeeze,

training and development is often among the tirst of the programs

to be cut (Cone & McKinney, [972). It igwﬁnrealisfic for manage-

ment to view employees as being less than essenfial aséefs of the
organization. As such, employees should be encouraged and expected

to develop (Owens, 1970). It is yqforTunaTe that manpower resources

do not recéive the same attention from top management as finance, land,
.builidings, or equipment (Cone & McKinney, I97é).

EDS's Themselves-ére sometimes responsible for creating disin-
<entives to employee fraining and‘development. For one thing, trainers
often view themselves simply as teachers rather than aé administrators
of entire training and development programs (Byers, 1970). Consequently,
many training and development programs are poorly organized (De Phillips,
et al., 1960). Another prdblem is that ftrainers sometimes do not plan
far enough into the future for training needs and as a result, fraining
and development may be foo little and too late (Finnigaﬂ, I§70), Also,
whenlEDS‘s determine training and development needs only on the basis
of what coursés are available off the shelf, between éO%'and 90% of the
employee development task is lost by default. This is due to several
reasons. Training needs not covered in the packaged courses will probably

be overlooked. Some of the shelf .courses will be given time and time

again, not because they meet specific ftraining needs but because thev
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are popular. Because they are usually established by a central head~
quarters, some of the shelf courses become institutionalized. To
maintain an institutionalized course, employees must often be recruited.
Thus, we sometimes find persons receiving training which they do not
need or want (Owens, 1970).

Trainers can also create nonproductive training situations when
they attempt to solve through training a problem which is not related
to training. For example, if it is determined that a high employee
turnover rate exists because of noncompetitive salaries, the problem
is not one which will be solved through training (Bumstead, 1972).

The oﬁTlook of the EDS with respect to the. training and develop~
ment process is relevant. Often trainers -have a micro view of train-
ihg (Byers, 1970). That is, Tq;iners have a tendency To'become mired
in detail, dividing the operational aspects of the organization into
small componerifs. While this approach may be useful’ when attempting
to change behéviqr on specific issues, it often ignores the needs of
the employee as a person, as well as the broader needs of the entire
organization. For example, a micro orientation to t-aining can be
successfﬁ! in Teachgng a secretary to Typé fasfgr and moreAéccuraTely.
However, the same approach does little to help that secretary find
satisfaction in heryrole in the ongoing operation of her organization:
| f she does not understand or is not satisfied with her role, the .
secretary will prcbably not be as valuable an asset f¢ her organizaTion'

as she might otherwise be. -



Concerning disincentives related to empioyees; ‘those employees
.who are misinformed or uninformed with respect to training and develop-
ment programs may create an impediment to effective training. And while
some may say that it is the responsibilify of management to see to it
that employees are properly informed, it should be remembered that
employees are not wifhoﬁf some responsibility in this area (De Phiilips,
et al., 1960).

Employees -sometimes lack sufficient self motivation to take advan-
‘Tagé of training provided them. Employee motivation may be enhanced
as the employee gains an appreciation of his training and development,
includihg an understanding of the ways in which training and develop-
ment can serve as a steppingstone to further *raining and advancement
(De Phillips, et al., l96Q). Unfortunately, employees soméfimes tend
to view fraining and development programs as being merely a means to
obtain promotions (Byers, f970). Finally, training and development
may be viewed as a threat by some employees. The object of training
and dévelopmenf.is to change behavior énd sometimes employees are not
willing To change set and-comfortabie behaviqr patterns (Pfiffner &

Fels, 1964).

Disincentives to training, then, can be seen as being related
primarily to top management, managers and supervisors, £DS's, or
employees. All the groups must work together if disincentives to

\
training are to be overcome.
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APPENDIX B

Research Study on Federal Bugdeting Practices

as They Relate to the Training of Civilian Empioyees

in the following sections of this report, material secured from
the eleven agencies and sixteen bureaus studied Is grouped basically
according to four principal categories:

. The attention given fo training during top manage-
ment deliberation on agency or bureau budgets.

2. The formal process for including training require-
ments in budget preparations.

5. The extent to which long-range ftraining plans are
reflected in budget submissions.

4. The effect on training budgets of reductions of
agency funds that require reprogramming within
fiscal years.
Included with statistical information are comments and explanations
which help to explain differences and similarities of budget practices

among the organizations studied.

BACKGROUND INFORMAT [ON

Funding sources for training of civilian employees

The principal funding source for all elements studied was the
operating appropriation (usually a "salaries and expenses" appropria-

tion). One agency reported that one of its bureaué has authority to
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use both operating and capital appropriations for training purposes.

The use of the capital appropriation is authorized where new systems

are built and it is necessary to train employees in the operations of
such systems. ' } |

Other fund sources

Four agencies use working capital funds for some of their train-
ing programs--primarily those programs involving inter-bureau partici-
pation. One bureau uses its industrial fund for training.

One agency uses a central "Administrative Operafions Fund" to
administer funds froﬁ 14 other appropriations and {imitations.

Reimbursements from other appropriations (through other than work-
ing capital funds) wereused by several agencies and bursaus as an alterna-
tive method of pooling resources for training programs involving several
bureaus {or agencies and bureaus).

ldentification of training funds in budgets and financial plans

In most instances, funds for training are not separately identi-
fied in budget scheduies submitted to OMB and the Congress. Within
financial ptans, the funds are normally-included as a part of "personnel
support;" "general administrative suppdrT;” "other personnel costs;" or
similar categories.

One bureau shows training funds as a program activity. ‘Another

bureau shows a sub-=ctivity for "Education and Training." Similar.

exceptions occur in several other bureaus and agencies without affecting
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the general conclusion that such identification is the exception
rather than the rule.

One agency shows a sub-activity for training in its "Administration
and Staff Support' appropriation (which covers costs other than staff
and travel). Also, in its pregenTaTion to OMB, and in fTs actual admin-
isTraTion.of funds, it transfers remaining training costs to a centra! -
"Administrative Operations Fund" from all the other appropriations in

" the agency. (This procedure has not yet been accepted by the House
Appropriations Subcommittee in charge of this agency's funds, and there
is apparently a chance that the auThoEiTy for the administrative opera-
tions fund may be revoked by Congress.)

. How resource allocation decisions are made

Approximately half of the agencies and bureaus studied make use
of some sort of committee system ("Budget Review," "Program Review,"
"Executive CommITTee"f for pu}poses of making resource allocation
decisions. The other half typically report that the principal officer
(Secretary of DeparTmenT; Administrator; Chfef of‘Bureau; etc.) makes
such decisions on the basis of consultations with his assistants, some-
times limited to his financial officer (budget officer) or assistant
for adminisfrafion.and sometimes involving formal or informal hearing
procedu?es with al! the principal officers.

Staff work necessary for the making of resocurce allocation decisions

is done by the budget offices of nearly all agencies and bureaus. In
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a few organizations staff functions such as "Pfogram Policy,"
”Operéfions Analysis," or "Planning and Evaluation," play a signi-
ficant role in the process;"One organization makes use of an out-
of-Towﬁ +hree—Qay conference of its prigCipal officials for purposes
of resolving resoﬁrce allocation problems.

\ The study reveafed substantial variation among agencies and
bureaus with respect tc the timing and methods used for reviewing
resource allocation decisfoﬁs. All_agencies énd bqreaus went through
the initial pfeparaffon of budgé#s (starting anywhere from January
through June of each year) for submission to OMB on October | fur the
fiscal. year starting the fc!lowing July I. For some, this was the only
occasion for any sort of comprehensive review of resource allocations.
Others went through subsequent reviews in varying smounts of detail
after the OMB hed made its decisions; after Congress passed appropria-

tions; or (fur the brogram year) as a part of mid~year review:.

Role of the personne! (or training) office in budget process

"In one agency, the personnel office centrols funds for training
almost cbmpleTely, which means that it has primary responsibility for
working with the various programs invol=ed to determine Traihing needs.
Simi lar cenfralizafibn ek%sTs in anoTher’agency. In ceveral aéencies
and bureaus the persornnel (or training) office initiaiss and plays a
pfincipal rolé in'Carryan out the budge+ process for agency-wide
programs, such as Execufive Development, Upward Mobility, Fublic Service

Careers, etc. One agency for example, conrticis the Upward Mobiiity program



at the secreTafial level; another plans to handle the Executive
Development prégram at the secretarial level; and a third is consi-
dering centralizing its Executive Development. A fourth agency
already has central clerical, supervisory, and management training
-programs.

But the prinéipal role for personnel‘and Training‘offices—in
most agencies and bureaus is supportive--with degree of support
varying widely.. Sohe agenciés répor+ very |ittie staff and very little
involvement at the agency.ievel. Others are deeply involved in sstting
guidelines and preparing courses, in maintaining a combrehenSive review
of manpower~fequiremen+s.and plans which serve as blueprints for training
programs by subordinafe elements, or in similar coordinating and facil-

. ,

_itating roles. '\\ ‘ |

ATTENTION GIVEN TO BUDGETS FOR TRAINING BY TOP MANAGEMENT \

Focus on Tfaining budget requesTs by top management

The sTudyireveaIed that invabout 50% of Tﬁe efements studied, the
budgeT procéss results in presenting to top management separately identi-
fied iﬁformaTion_abouT training and develepment budgat programs and césfs.
‘This means that budget decisions by top management tend to be focused on
training as a separate budget item, in competition with competing program
and other sTaffbclaims. In the other.elements, training may or méy not
be looked at as a part of the regular budget procéss, depending primarily
on whether it is a significant item Qf'incfease in the progfams being

] o
reviewed.
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Where the training Eudgef is treated as a éeparafe.budgef cate-
gory for purposes of review by top management, it is usually pre-
sehfed in the context of a longer-range plan (anywhere from two to
five years).

In response to the question of whether there is specific bﬂdge+
guidance relating to training budgets, only a few organizafions indicated
there is such guidance. For the most part, Tré?ningvis expected to be
incluﬁedkiﬁ program esitmates--again with the exceptions of the speci;
fically earmarked programs such as Executive Deveiopment and Upward
Mobitity. At leasf three bureaus, howev. -, do !isT.specific criteria
for training budget esTimafes.

The study indicates that dege+s for training fare better when they
are reviewed by top ﬁanagemenf than other seéparate Budget items. Six
agencies and eight bureaus state that this is the case. No organization
reported that top management treated ftraining requests worse than o%ﬁer
budget iTemé; three bureaus reported that % got "about the same" +treat-
ment as other budget items.

Because training is bsua!ly not separately identified in fhe budgets
that go forward to OMB ahd,The Congress,vmosf agencies and bureaus céuld
not say Téaf Trainiﬁg'budgef reqqesfs_were Turngd down begdugé of the
absénce of budget ceilings. One agency stated that 1Ts 1974 request for
Egecuffve Development funas were turned down, éxcePT for a.smdll amount

at The Secretary's Office.
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Several organizaticns reported that requests had gdne_férward to
OMB on an_"over-ceiling" basis and fhat they had been successful in
securing additional funds. One buréau, for instance, states that It
routinely requests over-ceiling funds for training, and that its record
of getting partial resTéraTion is good. Another agency subm%TTed iT§
Upward Mobility budget separately in 1971 and received substantia'ly
whaT it had requested. - \ \

Two bureaus with weil-developed over-all training pfogrqms cate-
gorized +raining funds according to brioriTy. One bureau designates
training requests ag Category | and.CaTegory I1.- Category | ié "must"
training, directly related fo job requirements. Funds for "must" train-
ing may ndThbe reprogrammed without perm{ésian at the highest levels
within the organization. Category Il training is "discretionary," and
- funds for such training are freated inuch more flexibly. Another bureau
maihféins féur priority classiifications of TraJning-4fangiﬁghfrom "job
required" fo "desirable." "Job required" Trai%ing funds are practicaliy
untouchablie. "Desirable" training funds are obviously‘subjeCT to
»reprbgramming.-

LONG-RANGE TRAINLNG PLANS AND BUDGET SUBMISS [ONS

For most agencies and bureaus,'Iéng-rénge-fraining plans are limited
to specifically émphaéized programs (Ekecufive Deve}oéhenf and Urard
Mobility) or to those where developmgnv and Training‘is essential to
lcarrying The program‘ouT properly. Several agencies are now in the

\

process of considering developing long-range bléns for incorporafion into
, \ ' ,
Their\PudgéT planning.
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several =zgsizies and buréaus treat their training long-range
plans as bv-products of over-all manpower planring. \

In two instances, long-~ange plans for training were reported as
being developed and reviewed but not Lzsorporafed in The budget process.

The over;all'conciusion of the study, however, is\that long-range
training plans are Thg exception rather than the rule; although several
agenéies and bureaus (as noted pfevidusly) indicate that fthey are moving
in the direction of long-range planning for training, and several of
those with Iong-rangé pians réporTed that they had hegun the planning
process relatively recently.

Where planning on a Ionger-ra;;e'base is being undertaken, it is
beinyg done primarily by ths training sfaff gifhér with:n personnei
offices (the usual case), or as training offices neparate from persoﬁnef'

~offices.

The study also indicates +hat agencies and bureaus with long-range

_+raining plans Have, in most instances, discussed ther* with the bongress,

aFd OMB with apparenTIy favorable results.

ATTITUDES OF BUDGET REVIEW BODIES TO TRAINING BUDGETS

According to the agencigs and bureaus contacted, the aTmo§pheEe
toward training in the Office of Management and Budget ard in appro-
'.priaTions'cqmmiTTees of.Congress is almost enTi}ely favorable. In only
one instance did Congress in recent years cEiTic}ze requests for train-

o

ing and make a cut which could be related to the training requést. -Two
: : \
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or three of the budget representatives of the agencies interviewed
compiained mildly that this favorable aTmosphére_did no+ necessarily
translate itself into approval of funds requeefed.

fn only one instagpce was There a specific mention of action taken
by a Congreeegonal appbropriations committe: on the training budget
. separately and that action was favorable (approval o% an agency's request
for Upward MObIlITy Tralnlng) \

The general consensus is +ha+, so far as the reviewing bodies in
the Federal Government are concerned, funds requested for training fare
better than those for most otier activities.

The dollar amounts reported by the reiaTively few agencies end
bureeus who could furnieh This‘Type of informaffon support the general
concrﬁe;cns. One agency reports. no change in fiscaf year [972 in amounts
originally redgesTed from OMB for training and amounts in final appro-
priation passed by Congress. Another agency feporTs the same experience
fco the two bureaue who have the necessary information. A third in its
1972 budget preserved funds fcr'Training, even though its total budget
was cut 9? some 3%,ﬂ Other agencies and bureaus report training reduc-

~—” e

tions exactly proportional to manpower cuts to which training FequeSTS

are tied.

CHANGES IN AMOUNTS PLANNEU FOR TRAINING AS THE RESULT
OF INTERNAL REPROGRAMMi NG '

More than half the agencies and bureaus contacted in the course of

the study report that their fiscal records do not provide information
. > \
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on amounis obligated for training as a basis for comparison with
amounTS budgeted for training.

Of the agencies and bureaus providing such information, most in-
dicated either that there was little or no change in fhe two amounts,
or that there were increases in améunTs obligated for training. One
agency reported Tha% in 1971, for exampie, the funds for training were
increased by $l05,ooé, reprogrammed from other sources within the
Administrative Operating %und, in order to cover costs of setting up
Twogfraining'cenfers.

On the other hand, éeveral agencies and bureaus }ndicaTe that, while
exact amounts are not always available, funds budgeted for training are
in a "swing" category, and when it has been necessary to reprogram funds
for other purposes, training budgets are a !agical source. Conversely,

when funds are available, it ic possible to supplement training resources.

\
\
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RESEARCH STLDY ON FEDERAL BUDGETING PRACTICES
AS THEY RELATE TO THE TRAINING OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES

\

Questionnaire

(To be used in conjunction with personal interviews)

\

Department » Date

Subdivision

Person (or persons) interviewed:

I.  Background information

A. What is the source of funds for training of civilian employees?

!

. Operating éppropriaTion i
2. | Reimbursements from other appropriations
3. Reimbursements from accounts within the same appropriation

4. Other

B. At what level is.there a "line item" for training?
\ . \
' y . Appropriation activity schedule

\ A

2. Sub-activity within funds earmarked for personnel administration
3. Sub-activity within programactivities
4, No "line ifem" for training

\

5. Other ‘
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C. How does top mandgement in your organization go about making resource
allocation decisions?

. Principal official decides based on hearing with subordinates
and.on advice from budget officer or other staff personnel

2. Budget Review or Program Review Committee (Who chairs)
3. Other (describe)

\

Vo
\
- D. Where is the principal staff wor< done for top management budget
decisions? . ' :
. Budget office '

2. Program analysis (or progrém review) office

N 3. Other (describe)

\

E. . #hen is resource decision-making mechanism acTivéTed?’
. When annual budgets are decided upon (Summer or Fall of each year)

2. When funds are programmed at beginning of fiscal year

/) <

3. When there are major re-programmings:
a. Infernally initiated

b. Required‘by reason of Presidential cuts

4. Other

F. Is fThe same breakdown of information used for all of above processes?
If not, what are the differences as they affect the training item?
: v ,
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C.

To what extent does the personnel office initiate or.sipport
requests for training funds? '

J
I. Initiate .

2. Support other requests ‘

s

Attention Given to-Training by Top Managemegj

A.

Does the budge* process result in the training item being looked at
as a separate budget item by Top managemenT?

. {f so, is it looked at as part of a long-range training plan?

Is there a stated position on training by your organization that is
explicitly considered by budget decision-makers? Y

How has training fared in relationship to other separate budget
items considered by top management? (Specific examples and-dollar
amounts,” if possible)

ls there a record of specific budgeT guidance dedllng with train-
ing? \

}. As part of general guidance
2. Special guidance

3. What is record of training budget requests turned down
because of absence of budget ceilings

Have training requests been inciuded in "over- celilng" requesTs
to OMB? It so, what is track record on approvals7
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ITI. Long-Range Training'Plans and Budget Submissions

A.

Are there long-range training plans that are taken into consid-
eration ir budgel decision-making?

{. If so, who prepares-~ What period of time
2. s there a separate review process for long-range plans

3. What is the history of adherence to plans  (Specifics, if
possible) ' : - )

To what extent have such long-range plans been discussed by
review bodies?

I. With upper echelons of your brganizafion
2. With OMB |
3. With Congressional committees:

a. AuThorizing committees

b. Appropriations committees

What training programs (if any) are included in these long-

.range training plans? _ -

I (List each separately and describe briefly)

2. Which, if any, of the above training programs are a part of
the total manpower development system of your organization

-87-



Iv.

V.

Consideration of Training Budget Requests by Review Bodies

A.
B.

C.

Discussion with upper echelons of your organization

With OMB

With Congressional committees

For each of above:

Wihat was thrust of discussion-- Favorable or unfavorabie

Was there specific action or comment on fraining as a hudget

2.
item
3. What information exists that would give comparative data on
now training fared in relation to otiter budget item:
4. txtent of participation by personncl office
Factual Information on Uses of Fundggﬂﬁagefed for Training
A. For either fiscal year 1971 or 1972, what were amounts budgeted
for training? :
I. JIncluded in submission to OMB
\
2. Included in Congressional request
3. Included in bﬁdgef appiroved by Congress (if‘separafely
identifiable)
‘For

[
*

each Qf abové:‘

_a. What was the cver-ali reduction in the appropriation in

which the budget item was included

b. What was the reduction in the training item (if specified
in the action of the review group)
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\

c. |If training item was not dealt with separately, what
was the change in the training iftem based on the cut in
the total appropriation, and how was this determined

B. To what exTenT have there been changes\nn iters budgeted for frain-
|ng as a result of internal re-programmings?

l.

How do amounts included in initial financial plans compare with
actual obligations (Specifics, if possibie)

\
What is the explanation of chanées: \

a. Decreased because of other pbudget requ+remen+s (At what
" level were such decisions made)

b. Decreased because of inability or unwillingness to make use
of funds budgeted

c. Decreased because of additional cuts made by Executive

branch after appropriations were approved (as .happened
in 1972) ’ .
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... APPENDIX C

Employee Development Specia:is7 Role Study

Outline

I.. introduction

II. Employee development specialist role

A. Current role

Government puint of view
EDS point of view
Management point of view

Comparison of Government, EDS, and managesr.ent points of
view . ‘ ' :

B. Proper role

Iil. Employee development specialist background

A. Educational background

‘B. Experiential background
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I. Introducticn

Information for this role stdY was drawn from sources origina-
ting in both the public and private sectors. In the Federal Government,
ﬁersons whose responsibilify it is to administer employee training and
development programs ri'w called employee development specialists (EDS's).
As might be expected, some of the sources consulted in this study did
not employ the use of the term EDS. This is due,lin part, to the fact
ThaT,sﬁme of the sources used pfé?dafe the 1958 creation by Thé Governmant
of the EDS position. An additional. factor contributing fo the diversity
of . terms used to refer to poéi%ions.jnvolving responsibilifies similar to
those of the EDS is the general lack of agreement on training terminology.
However, the terms frainer, ftraining officer, employee development officer,
‘and human resource developer, as used in fhese sources, référ To persons
whose responsibility it is, to one degree or another, to:

"...consult with management and other officials regarding

immediate and long~range manpower and skiil needs, plan

and initiate ftraining programs and develop fraining materials

to meet these needs, and develop policies and procedures for

employee development programs'" (U.5. Civil Service Commission,

Bureau of Policies and Standards, 1970).

‘ Dué fo the lack of agreement on +raining ferminology, it seems

'prudenT at This point to define several other terms as they will be
used in Thi%\reporT. ”Traiﬁing" includes those planned and highly
~structured activities designeﬂ primarily to achieve specjfic béﬁavioray e

outcomes based on pre-specified performance objectives. The activities

take place within a specific time frame. Examples are Government and
E .‘.:;.A\ . . “



university c{assroom training. '"Development" includes those planned
but loosely structured activities(designed primarily to accomplish the
work of the organization. The activities take place within a specific
time frame and a broad possible range of trainee performance is ekpecfed
at the end. Development is selected experience which an employee would
not be expected to encounter in the rouTinekperformance of his assigned
duties. Exampies are confereﬁEeé, commiTTeeé,.Task forces, rotational
assignments, and.special'projecfs.

When discussing the various roles of the EDS, The‘Term "learning
special ist" will refér to those acTiyiTies concerned with instruction--
the conducting of courses and the designing of training programs (Epstein,
[971). "Administrator" will refer to those activities concerned with
planning, executing, coordinaTing; processing, approving, and classify~
ing courées, arraﬁging for training, assuring Training.funds, éqd imple-
menting prodecures. “"Consultant" refers to those activities concerned
wiTH discussing training-related problems with top management, managers
and supervisors, and employees. |

The remainder of this report addresses itself %o three main dues-
tions: |

I. What is the current role of the employee development
specialist? '

2. What is the proper role of the employee dévelopmenT
specialist?

3. What are the current views on the desirable educational

and experiential backgrounds of the employee development
specialist? :
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II. Employee development specialist role

A. Current role

The Civil Service Commission (CSC) Position ClassificaTion

Standard for Employee Development Series G$-235 states:

"This series covers positions that involve planning, admin-
istering, supervising, or evaluating a program designed to
train and develop employees. This series also covers posi-
Tions that involve providing guidance, consultation, and
staff assistance to management concerning employee training
and deveiopment matters" . (U.S. Civil Service Commission,
Bureau of Policies and Standards, [971). )

The CSC Federal Personne! Manual defines the objectives of EDS's

as follows:

ObjecfiVe. The objective of employee development is to improve
the efficiency and economy of agency operations by:

1. Developing a well-trained work force.

2. Assisting employees toward achieving their highest
potential usefulness. -

3. Motivating employees and stimulating a sense of partici-
pation (U.S. Civil Service Commission, Federal Personnel
Manual, 1966). e

Thus, according to CSC publications, the EDS should improve the
efficiency and economy of agency opera+ions through planning, administer-
ing, and COHQUIflng for employee training and development matters.

An examlnaflon of some studies on the subject wiil give some indica-
tion of the e;fenf to which the current role of the EDS is similar -to the
role described in The GovernménT publicafions quoted above. In-his 1967
dissertation, Ackerman discussed Tne ways in which“EDS's perceived their

role and organizational location. |In general, EDS's perceived that their

role should be:
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"...one of providing assistance and advice, e¥c., To management

on employee development and training, determining or aiding in

the determination of training needs, administering -the employee

development program, and specific responsibilities such as evalua-

ting training and arranging for fraining courses" (Ackerman, 1971).
Over half of the EDS's‘résponding to Ackerman's questionnaire felt that
their perception of their proper role was, in fact, their actual role
in the every day-carrying 6u+ of their jobs. .Specifically, EDS's were
most responsive in the area of "Responsibilities to ManagemenT." Under
this catecery, areas considered by EDé's to be most important both for
Their proper and actual roles were assistance, advice, knowledge aqd
expertise, and counseling and consufTiﬁg. “Also felt fo bhe imporTaST were
the categories of "General and "Speéific Employee Development Program:
Responsibilities." Prfmary functions gnder these two areas.were to develop,
coordinate, administer, and plan such programs and fo determine or aid in
determining Training need;, 1o evaluate ftraining, and to arrange training
courses. Ackerman's respondents, then, tended to view themselves essentially

as administrators and consultants to management. In a 1953 article published

in the Journal of [ndustrial Traiwing, David F. Reeve came to simi:dar con-

clusions with respect to the rofe perception of training directors in
Business aﬁd industry (Ackerman,.197l).

The role of the EDS ffom-The point of Qiew of management was dis-
cussed in Jack Epstein's study of 1971. The purpose of Epstein's study
was to determine }ine managers' perceptions and expectations of the
operational functions of the EDS in a Government research and develop-

ment organization. Most managers surveyed in Epstein's study perceived
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the EDS as emphasizing his administrative function, as limiting his
activities as a learning specialist, and as limiting his efforts as
an internal consultant (Epstein, 1971).

A comparison can be made between the regponges of EDS's and those
of managers with resﬁecT to The three rcles of learning specialist,
“administrator, and consultant. Epstein's 197! study asked each manager
responding to choose, from a list of fifteen operational funcTiong, the
two which the manager felt to be the most important current functions
of the EDS. Each manager was also asked to pick the two operational
functions which he felt would be the most important if EDS's were
actual ly fulfiliing the manager's idealized conception of the EDS's job.
Each function chosen was then assigned by EpsTeih to one of the three
roles. Ackerman compiled similar data, but from the EDS's point of
view.

While the participant EDS's and managers responded simflarly
on the proper role of/The EDS, there was some difference oonpinion on
the qusTion of current role. Around 5%‘of the responseé from each
group, EDS's and managers, indicated the learning specialist role as a
proper role of the EDS. About haff-of the responses fiom each group
vfewed a proper EDS role as being amenisTraTiVe. Neariy half of the

responses from each group viewed as a proper role of an EDS that of a

consultant to management.



As stated eafl}er, most EDS's respondiﬁg to Ackerman's questionnaire
felt fhaT their current role was essentially the same as their proper
role. Epstein's managers, however, responded much differently in this
fespecT. First, while just less than half of managers' responses indicated
that the EDS should function as an administrator, over 90 ﬁercenT of the
managers' responses indicated that admfnisfrafion was the current role of
the EDS. Second, ;bouf half of the managef responses viewed the proper
role of an EDS as being consultative in nature. However, only 6 pércenT of
manager responses indicated that the role of consultant is The current role
oflfhe EDS. ‘Thus, most EDS's surveyed felt+ that they should be and were
éoncenfraTing mainly on the roles of administrator and consultant. However,
whife‘managers were divided about evenly concerning the importance of the
adminisfrafive‘and consulfa%ive roles of EDS's, most managers felt that EDS's
were currently spending their time in the administrative role and few
managers saw EDS's as spending their Timé in the consultative one.

Additional support for the point of view of managers can be found in

a June, l972,’bSC publiication, ldentifying and MeeTinélNeeds of Personnel

Specialists in the Federal Government. The preface states:

"...personnelists do not view themselves as advisors to manage-
ment. Rather, they see their jobs and themselves as existing
within the organization only to serve a clerical or technician
function controlled by narrow rules and regulations, the justi-
fication for which they do not know and never question. As a
consequence, management's personrel needs are not anticipated;
response to management's requests are negative; advice and
alternatives are not offered; managers are not educated regarding
their own personnel management responsibilities...." (U.S. Civil
Service Commission, Bureau of Training, 1972).
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It should be pointed out that the differences in opinions between
EDS's and managers cited above cannot be attributed in their eanreTy
1o differences which may exist between EDS's and_managers. Nadler
states with respect to the roles of learning speciaiist, administrator,
and consultant, that the "...relative size of each of ‘these components
varies with the organization and the indivfduals involved..." (Nadler,
1970). Ackerman's EDS's were drawn from sixteen Government agencies.
Epstein's managers were civilians in a military research'and development
orgahizaffon. EQen considering this qualification, the studies reviewed
above indicate that the EDS may spend more time as an administrator
and less as a consultant than would be cons?deredcdesirable.

The above discussion indicates that EDS's, managers, and the CSC‘
agree that the EDS pIay; several roles. |t is difficult to determine
whether the CSC position on the quesTion of the degree to which each

role is currently played lies closer to the view of EDS's or that of

managers. This is the case because the CSC Position Classification
Standard for the GS-235 position does not indicate the éxTenT to which
the EDS should emphasize any one role.

B.- Proper role |

As the above'discgssion implies, there is an increasing amount of
attention being given to The subject of the EDS as a consultant. Actually,
there has been support for this posiTion for some time.  In 1940, Stephens
discussed the consultative role of the training specialist in a booklet

written for the Society of Personne! Administration. He referred to

'
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Executive Order 7916 which assigned to the CSC certain functions with
respect to *raining. Among the responsibilities listed was that tfo
consult with Directors of Personnel on matters .of training (Sféphens,
1940), - i/ -

In 1943 the CSC compiled descriptions of the duties of fraining
officers from a sample of one hundred classification sheets. One of
the sixteen categories of duties to come out of the study was: "To
.consult with operating offi;ia(s to deTérmine training needs and assist
‘them in the analysis of these needs" (U. S. Civil Service Commission,
1943). It is interesting to note that the list of various aspects of
the consulting func%ion is thirty-eight items in length. This is mgFé

than twice as many items as are listed in any of the other fifteen

categories.

David Reeve, in his 1953 article for the Journal of Industrial

Training, listed in rank order the duties of training directors. This
order of duties, derived from the responses of +raining directors in
business and indusfry, indicated Théf those training directors gurveyed
considered their role to be that of a consultant to management (Epstein,
1971). in his 1967 dissertation, Ackerman wrote that he felt the role
“of consultant to management to be a meaningfui role (Ackerman, 1971).

The 1968 Quélificafions Standards for Classification Act Positions

states that: "Employee development specialists consuit with management
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and other officials regarding immediate and long-range manpower and
skill needs.:." (U. S. Civil Service Commission, Bureau of Policies
and Standards, 1970). In his 1971 study on the question of the role
of the EDS, Epstein concludes that managers "...perceived the EDS as
performing the internal consultant function in a very Jimiféa manner,

but expected him to greatly increase his efforts in this role" (Epstein,

1971). As was mentioned earlier, The 1971 Position Classification

Standard of the CSC for the GS-235 position states that the series
"...covers positions that involve providing guidance, consultation and
staff assisfaﬁce to managemenf concerning empfoyee training and develop-
ment matters" (U. S;_Civil Service Commission, Bureau of‘PoIicies and

~ Standards, 1971). Chester Wright and Ruth Salinger of the Office of
Evéiuafion and Management Systems of CSC's Bureau of Training s+a+ed

in Their article, "The Trainer as a Professional Manager," that "we
would expect more and more to see the trainer moving out of fhe class-
room and performing as a consultant in those areas where prbplems can

be solved through Traiﬁing or development programs'" (Wright and Salinger,

[973).

So we see +ha+, on the question of the proper roles of the EDS,
there is historical and current agreement among EDS's, managers, and
the CSC: The consultant role is a proper role for the EDS. The purpose
o% the above discussion is not to imply that the consultant role is The-

only proper ‘role for *he EDS. And, in fact, as we discussed in the
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previous section, theie is agreement that the EDS should properly be
playing three roles. The intention here is fo emphasize the continuing

and growing importance of the EDS as a consul tant to management.

III. Employee development specialist background

A. Educational background
A logical question which arises when discussing the £DS position

is: What type of educational and experiential background is necessary

if an EDS is to- perform effectively? The CSC Position Ciassificaffon
Standard for the GS-235 position states:

"Positions covered by this series require as their paramount
qualifications an understanding of the relationship of employee
development and training fo management problems and to personnel
management objectives, methods, and procedures; analytical ability;
and a knowledge of the principles, practices, and techniques of
education or training" (U. S. Civil Service Commission, Bureau of
Policies and Standards, 197i). '

Due to its broad nature, the above statement does not provide us with
much substantive or specific information about the most useful background

for an EDS. CSC Qualification Standards are slightly more descriptive

in that it is clearly stated that an EDS, along with others in the

- personnel management series, must have "a 4~vear course in an accredited
college or university leading to a bachelor's degree" or certain experience
in place of the college degree (U. S. Civij Sérvice Commission, Bureau

of Policies and Standards, 1970). However, the question reméins: A

four year degree in what? Actually, the problem of lack of specificity

in describing desirable educational backgrounds for EDS's has been with

he
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us for some time. in 1940, Stephens discussed at some length the
desirable educational background for the training specialist (Stephens,
1940). Again, however, there was lifttle in the way of specific sugges-

tions.

The need for adequate educational programs for the ED5 is discussed
by both Nadler and Ackerman. The problem ssems o be somewhat circular
in nature because difficulty in determining educational requirements is
caused, in part, by the lack of a well defined role for the EDS. An
attempt was made in 1965 by the American Society for Trainihg and Develop-
ment (ASTD) to describe, with some degree of specificify, the types éf
. educational background which might be helpful to an EDS. Degrees in
education, speech, personnel, journalism, and law were considered appro-
priaTe; Courses in educational media, psychology, economics, methods of
research and measurement, industrial retations and labor relations were
considered very appropriate (American Society for Training and Develop-

ment, 1965).

In view of Tthe lack of spécific guidelines with respect to Thé
desirabfe educational background for the EDS, it will be interesting to
géamine actual educational experiences of EDS"s. We can look at data
f;om three different sources. The first source is CSC's Bureau of

Executive Manpower, which operates an Executive Assignment System (EAS).

In this system GS-i5's and above, on a voluntary basis, submit educational
b -
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and other background information to a computer data bank in order-to
facilitate the matching of abilities with job vacancies (U. S. Civil
Service Commission, Bureau of Executive Manpower, 1967). The second
source 1is CSC'Q Burea; of Recruiting and Examining, which has a simitar
computeriz.d matching system for GS-1i's through GS-i4's. This is

cal led the Federal Automated Career System (FACS) (U. S. Civil Service
 Commission, Bureau of Recruifing and Examining, 1971). The third
source is a 1965 survey of EDS's, grades GS-5 through GS-15, carried

"out by CSC's Bureau of Policies and Standards (Ackerman, 1971). Table

| displays the primary undergraduate and graduate majors of EDS's.
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Table |: Educational Background of Employee Development Specialists

. , eas! FACSZ '65 Survey
Degree Ma jor (GS-15+) (GS—11-14) (6S-5-15)
B.A. Education [8% 29% 28%
Business :
Administration 10% 8¢9 ) 16%
Political
Science and v
Government | 7% 7% 6%
Graduate Education 8% 429% . 54%
(M.A.)
(Ph.D.)
Public '
Administration | 8% 10% 1%
. Political
Science and ‘ .
Government 16% 4% 3%

I As of July, 1972.

2 As of March, 1973.
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B. Experiential background

As is the case in most professions, educational background alodne
is not sufficfenf preparation for satisfactory fulfillment of job
responsibilities. Actual experience is also necessary. A 1954 report
of the Committee on Professional Standards of ASTO suggested that
trainers could profit from havfng had prior occupational activities in
the following areas:

I. Experience as an hourly rate worker;

2. Experience in dealing wifh the public;

3.. Experience in handling groups of people;

4, Ekperience in some form of supervisory capacity (American

Society for Training and Development, 1965).

tn his 1964 doctoral dissertation on the subject of competencies’
of Trainers;bRichard Roberts askéd respondents to indicate the value
of work experiences on a three tevel scale. The following types of
experiences were rated at the highest level by 50% or more of those
«fLainers responding: Professional work - 84%; conducting workshops -
83%; conducting conference leadership training - 82%; general édmini-
stration - 78% educationa! administration ~ 76%; supervisor - 71%;

foremanship - 64%; and personnel work - 6I%I(Epsfein, 1971).
. - .

fn June of {972, the Personnel Management Training Center of the

CSC produced a study entitled, Identifying and Meeting Training Needs
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of Personnel Specialists in the Federal Government. One aspect of

that study dealt with identifying elements essential to the effective

performance- of personnel specialists. Over 95% of the respondents

ranked the following items as being essential elements for the EDS:

l.

Ability to deal effectively with other staff and ﬁanagemenf
officials;

Ability fo express oneself orally and in writing;

Ability to find new and better ways of conducting program
operafioné; |

Ability to recognize Training.needs (U. S. Civil Service

Commission, Bureau of Training, [972).

Thus, while stated educational requirements for EDS's are not

very specific, many current EDS's hold degrees in either education,

business administration, public administration, or political science

and government. anally, the literature contains little definitive

information with respect to a desirable experiential background for

the employee development specialist.
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"UNITED STATES

crvit SERVICE COMMISSION

BUREAU OF TRAINING

SURVEY

Employee Questionnaire

The attached questicnnaire represents an effort of the Bureau
of Training to assess the role of formal classroom fraining offered
by the Government, interagency and in-house. Its purpose is to tap
those aspects of fraining that affect you personally and to gather
information about your own experience with Federal Government train-
ing programs. |t is important that we know the strengths as well as
the weaknesses of Thfs training and the processes by which it is
implemented, and to this end‘we ask your heip. The results of this
survey will enabie the Civil Service Commission to better meet the
needs of the individual through its fraining function. -Do not sign
your name to this form. Your responéés To our questions wi||.be used

solely by tThe Bureau of Training and are confidential.

— — — — —
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1. Age: __  years

2. Sex (circle one) 1 2
male female

3. Grade and level (circle where appropriate):
1 2 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
GS W8 10 11 12 13 14 {5 16 17 18

4. Years employed by the Federal dovernment, to the nearest -
year (exclude military service): __ _ years.

5. How many government training courses (other than train-
ing required by law) have you taken in each of the follow-
ing categories during the past 3 years (Do not place one
course into more than one category.)?

a) Training to improve your performance in a specific
Job: .

B) Training to keep in step with changes in your field,
changes in organization, or changes in technology:

c) Training for future development for your advancement
in the organization:

Rate the following statements on the extent to which you agree
with their assertions. Circle the number in the scale which
cerresponds to your rating. If the statements do not apply to
you, or if you have insufficient information available to make
a judgement, circle the 0: not applicable (NA).

1. I am satisfied with the formal government training I have

received.
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 0
disagree neutral | agree NA

2. I would recommend that others in my position take advantage

of the formal training programs offered by the government. .
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12,13

14,15
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1

fro
({28

4

|
|Oy

7 0

disagree ' neutral ' agree NA

I participated in selecting the courses I attended.

1 2 3 4 ] 3 r 30

disagree neutral agree  NA

I am satisfied with the amount of participation I have
had in selecting the courses I attended.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0

disagree neutral agree NA

I have been able to attend the courses I planned to attend.

1

|~
jw

4 5 il z o

disagree neutral agree NA

My supervisor.is committed to my training and development.

1

(N
|

4 3

{2}

70

disagree neutral agree NA

Organizational policy promotes my training and develop-
ment.

1

N
|

4

[
o
|~
=}

disagree neutral agree  NA

23

2y

25

26

27

28



10.

11.

12.

I am receiving the training necessary to do my present
job properly.

1 2 3 4 5

oy

7 0

disagree neutral agree NA

I am receiving the training needed for my future- advance-
ment.

1

|~
|

4

jon
o

A g

disagree neutral ~ agree NA

The purpose of the formal training I have received and
will be receiving is clear to me.

1 2 3 4 5

o

z 0

disagree neutral agree NA

The counselling I have received from my supervisor concern-

ing my program of formal training is adequate.

1 2 3 4 5 8 z 0

disagree ' neutral agree NA

The government training programs made available at any
given time were adequate to fulfill my specific needs.

1 2 3 4 5 ] z 0

disagree neutral agree NA

The courses available at any time were adequate to fulfill
my more general needs for future development.

1 2 3 4 2 8. I

=

disagree neutral agree NA
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34



14.

15.

I receive adequate, timely information about what train-
ing opportunities are available.

1 2 3 4 2

|

z 0

disagree neutral agree NA

The selection of employees for attendance in courses is
fair . and without bias. -

12z 3 4

[
o>
[~
jo

disagree neutral agree NA
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UNITED STATES

cltlvit SERVICE COMMISSION

BUREAU OF TRAINING

SURVEY

Supervisor Questionnaire

The attached questionnaire represents an effort of the Bureau
of Training to assess *he role of formal classroom training dffered
by the Government, inTeragency and in-house. lTs'purpose is to tap
those aspects of tiraining that affect you personally and fto gather
information about your own experience with Federal Government train-
ing programs. It is important that we know the strengths as well as
the weaknesses of this training and the processes by which it is
implemented, and to this end we ask your help. The results of this
survey will enable the Civil Service Commission to better meet the
needs of the individual through its fraining function. Do not sign
your name to this form. Your responses to our questions will be used

solely by the Bureau of Training and are confidential.
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A. 1. Age: __ _ years 6,7
2. Sex (circle one) 1 2 8
male femaie
3. Grade and level (circle where appropriate):
1 2 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09  9-11
GS WB 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

4. Years employed by the Federal government, to the nearest
year (excluding military service): ____ years. 12,13

5. How many government training courses {other than train-
ing required by Taw) have you taken in-each of the fol-
Towing categories during the past 3 years (Do not place
one course into more than.one category.)?

a) .Training to improve your performance in a specific
job: 14,15

b) Training to keep in step with changes in your field,
changes in organization, or changes in technology:

_— 16,17
c) Training for future development for your advancement
in the organization: __ 18,19
6. How much contact do you have with trainers in solving
problems related to training? Approximately ___ __ contacts 20,21
per year. :
B. Rate the following statements on the extent to which you agree
with their assertions. Circle the number in the scale which
corresponds to your rating. If the statements do not apply to
you, or if you have insufficient information available to make
a judgement, circle the 0: not applicable (NA).
1. 1 am satisfied with the formal government training I have
received.
12 3 4 5 & -1 0 2
disagree neutral agree  NA
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I would recommend that others in my position take advantage
of the formal training programs offered by the government.

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g

disagree ' neutral agree NA
I participated in selecting the courses I attended.

1 2 3 4 5 & A (4

disagree . neutral agree NA

I am satisfied with the amount of participation I have had
in selecting the courses I attended.

1 2 3 4 3

(=)

10

disagree neutral agree NA
I have been able to attend the courses I pJanned to attend.

i 2 3 4 5 ] 7 (4

disagree neutral agree NA
My supervisor is committed to my training and development.

1 2 3 4 2 6 A (Y

disagree neutral agree NA
Organizational policy promotes my training and deveiopment.

i 2 3 4 5 & 1 0

disagree neutral agree NA
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10.

1.

12.

13.

1 am receiving the training necessary to do my present

Jjob properly.

1 2

jw

4

jon
[or

z a

disagree neutral agree NA

I am receiving the training needed for my future advance-
ment.

1

jro
[l

4

fon
jon

g

disagree neutral agree NA

The purpose of the formal training I have received and will
be receiving is clear to me.

o
jo -

1 z 3 4 z a

disagree neutral ' afree NA

The counselling I have received from my supervisor concern-
ing my program of formal training is adequate.

1 2 3 4 3 ] A 0

disagree neutral agree NA

The government trainfng programs made available &t any
given time were adequate to fulfiil my specific needs.

1 2 3 4 5 & z 0

disagree . neutral agree NA

The courses available at any time were adequate to fu1f111
my more general needs for future development.

1 2 3 4 2 g

|~
({=]

disagree neutral agree NA
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14.

15.

16.

17.

I receive adequate, timely information about what train-
ing opportunities are available.

1 2 3 & 2 7 8

jc

~ disagree neutral agree  NA

The selection of employees for attendance in courses is
fair and without bias.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

disagree - neutral | agree NA

As a supervisor, I feel that I could do a better job:

a) 1in the counselling of employees with respect to
their training plans.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U
disagree neutral agree NA

b) in the selection of employees for formal training.

1 2 3 4 5 6 A 0

disagree neutral _ agree NA

Supervisors in general do a good job:

a). in the counselling of employees with respect to
their training plans.

1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 0
disagree neutral agree NA

.b) in the selection of employees for formal training.

1 2 3 4 5 & 17 0

- disagree neutral agree {IA
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

The training specialists in my organization are knowledgeable
with regard tc the specific jobs within my jurisdiction.

1 2 3 & 2 & 17 0

disagree neutral | agree NA
Training specialists are helpful in performing task analyses.

1 2 3 4 2 6 1 0

disagree neutral ~ agree NA

Training specialists are capable of advising me when a parti-
cular problem is solveable through formal training.

12 3 4 5 8 1 0

disagree neutral agree’ NA

I know what the objective of a particular training course
is before it is given.

1 2 3 4

jon

6 1 0

disagree neutral agree NA

The desired objectives of formal training are met success-
fully. '

1

[~
[

4 6 7 9

o

disagree neutral agree NA

The time spent in training by the employees under my juris-
diction is a good investment for the organization.

o

i 2 3 & 2 & 7

disagree neutral agree NA
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MANAGEMENT INTERVIEW

Name:

Title:

Organization:

(FYl: The questions below are guidelines for interview direction.
Begin the interview with question #| and let the respondent extem-
porize freely, but be sure that all the questions are answered.)

I. What is the role of the training office in your organiza-
tion? How do you make use of the training office?

2. How does training enter into the annual planning for your
agency?

3. Are you personally involved with planning for formal train-
ing?

4. Does an operational training committee exist in your agency?
What is the extent of your involvement in it?

5. Is there an ongoing forma! career development program?

6. Do you come into contact with trainers for the purpose of
solving problems related to training? How often?

7. What do you think of training in general?

- =121-



EDS INTERVIEW

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Years as Trainer:

Highest degree obtained:

College major area:

College minor area:

Graduate area:

The first thing we need to know is what you as a trainer actually
do and what percentage of your time you spend doing different
things. It might be easiest to think of your activities in two
general categories: First, those things that you do that are
related to formal training, like preparing and teaching the actual
courses, the administrative details that g with it, and so on;
second, the meetings you attend and other contacts that you have
in helping others with training problems. What | want to ask you
now is about what percentage of your time is spent in each of
these two areas, and also, if you spend time doing things that
don't fit into either of these categories, we would like to find
out about that, too.

Formal training and related: %
Problem-solving: %
Other (Specify): %
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II. When you talk to other people in your organization, who do you
talk to? Perhaps you can tell us what pecople you see in general
terms, in terms of their job title or function, say, and also

why you come into contact with them and how much time you spend
talking to them.

Title of P rson Time Spent  Reason

per

per

per

per

per

IIT. Are you 2 member of a training committee? (Does one exist?)

Yes No Does not exist

(FY1: Definition of training committee function is to assist in
planning, conducting, and evaluating training matters.)

What is the composition of it?

|. Top management (endorsement):

2. Line Management: (FYl: If | and 2 do not exist,
the committee in gquestion is
3. Training Officer: not a training committee)

4. Personnel representative:
5. *Trainers: -
6. Other (Specify):

What does your committee do:
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IV. 1'd like to change the subject jusi a bit and ask you about the
career development programs that might exist in your agency.
Let's think about those programs defined as including formal
training and work axperience to enable the employee to reach his
ful | potential. |Is there @ formal program like this in your agency?

Yes No

What types of jobs do the programs cover?

Do you think the program works? (Why or why not?)

Yes No Specify:

—

V. Finally, we all know it is important to be familiar with jobs in
the organization ~ not necessarily being able to do them, but
being aware of the skills and knowledge required for them. How
do you, yourself, find out what these jobs are about. What tech-

niques do you use?
Talking to supervisors: Talking to employees:
Observing employees (task analysis):

Personal |ine experience: Other (Specify):

How do Yyou use the information you get?
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What other techniques do you think might be useful to you?

In general, how else do you go about finding out what training
to provide?

Do you have any additional comments on training in general?
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Supervisor and Employee

Follow-up Group Interviews

For some time the Commission has been engaged in a large study,
the purpose of which is to find out if there are elements within the
structure of the Federal personnel system that work against effective
employee training and development. Our job is fo isolate these disin-
centives and to find ways to correct them. We have been working on this
problem for several months now and are close to the end. We have used
many different methods of collecting information. Group interviews such
as this are only one of those methods.

Actually we are no longer Tryiﬁg to.find out about the whole range
of training and development but only about certain specific aspects.
Certain outcomes of the analysis of questionnaires which we previously
administered puzzle us and we need 90ur help to clear these points up
for us.

We are going to ask a number of quesfions and we would like you to
answer as freely and completely as you can. Answer according to your

total Government experience unless your current situation is very differ-

ent from past experience. We will record your responses so that they
can be analyzed later. No one will hear these tapes but us. Your
privacy will be completely protected. Any questions?
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Emglozees

I. How do you feel about the counseling you are getting for your
own training and development needs and plans?

Who provides this counseling--what is the procedure?

What would be the effect of additional counseling?

2. Describe any discussion you have had before going to a training
course--who was it with, what was covered?

3. How useful have the courses been which you have attended? .
o

4. What do you see as the main purposes of your training and development?
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5. How do you think training and development should relate to your
future career?

6. What are your supervisor's attitudes toward your training and develop-
ment?

Does this attitude have any effect on your participation in training
and development?

How much training have you had in the past year?

Did you want more?

Why didn't you get more than you did?
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SuEervisors

About your own training and development

I. How do you feel about the counseling you are getting for your own
training and development needs and plans?

Who provides this counseling--what is the procedure?

What would be the effect of additional counseling?

2. How do you think the training and development you are receiving now
relates to your future assignments?

How could it be improved?
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SuEervisors

About your employees' training and development

3.

What is the rature of the counsel ing vou provide for your emp(oyeés
concerning their training &nd development needs and plans?

What is the procedure?

How do you think your employees feel about the counseling they're
receiving, from any source?

What additional information and assistance wouid you like to have--
how would you use i1? '

How useful are course announcements in making decisions about sending
your employees to training?

Do you have any problems in finding courses which meet the specific
training needs of your work unit?
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What do you see as the main purposes of training and development
for your employees? ' '

How do you -know what training and development your employees need
for their future work?

What additional information would be useful-?

Are any factors discouraging you from carrying out training and
developinent for the future needs of employees?
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APPENDIX F

Questionnaire Analysis

The case study questionnaires were of ftwo types, one for
employees and one for supervisors (see Appendix D). The firéf
part of both forms asked for background data on age, sex, grade
level, years with the Federal Government, and number of training
courses taken in the last tnree years. Supsrvisors were also
asked tfo record.fhe number of éonfacfs they had per year with
agency trainers.
| The second half of Tﬁe questionnaire required the respondents
to answer fifteen attitude sfafemenfs; each on a 7-p6in+ scale
(with a provision for "not applicable"), concerning their own
Training experiences. Supervisors Haa an additional eight ques-
Tioné to answer on training for their employees.

The first computer analysis performed on the duestionnaire
responsés accumulated the basic data requested in the first part
.of the questionnaire. The results are summarized in Table |, with
supervisor and employee records combined unless indicated ofherwisé.
The}e were 443 employees and 101 supervisors, for a total of 544

people, in our sample.
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Variable
Age
Sex
CS level

Experience (years
with government)

Training to improve
present job perfor-
mance (during 3 year
periad)

Training to keep up with
state of the art
(during 3 year period)

Training for future
develupment (during
3 year period)

For "supervisors only,

Yearly contacts with
own agency frainers

TABLE |: BACKGROUND DATA

Range

18-67 years

Mean*

38

Males--54%; females--46%

GS2-GS16

0~-43 years

0-10 courses

0~10 courses

0-8 courses

0~77 contacts

*All figures are rounded off.
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GS9

12

1.2

(per 3 yr.

period)

0.5

(per 3 yr.

period)

0.6

(per 3 yr.

period)

6.5

Median*

37

GS9

0.0

0.0

2.0

.S_D*

3.8

9.0

.4



Tnis program also analyzed the responses to the attitude
statements, combining supérvisors and employees for the first
fifteen common questions. ‘It determined for each question the
average response on the scale ranging from | (disagree) fo 7
(agree). Average scores greater than 4 tended toward agreement
with each position, while scores below 4 tended toward disagree-
ment. Table 2 contains the mean scores, with their standard
deviations, for each statement.

A factor analysis was performed based upon the attitude data
obtained from the first computer analysis, moving the attitude ques-
tions into clusters according to the underlying concepts that groups
of questions had in common. Thus while there were fifteen questions
» asked of both employees and supervisors, these questions were com-
bined in such a way that four independent factors (concepts, idea
clusters) summarized them. Another factor analysis was performed
on the elght supérvisor—only questions and four independent factors
emerged from these eighf.* It should be noted that with the factors
mafhémafica!iy determined to e independent, any action we might
wish to take to change people's attitudes can be focused on one
particular factor at a time. While there might be some inadvertent
inferaction, the independence of the factors does simplify attempts

to influence perceptions.

¥The standard compufer package used for the factor analysis was
DATATEXT, developed by David Armor and Arthur S. Couch.
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TABLE 2: EMPLOYEE AND SUPERVISOR ATTITUDES

Statements (employees and supervisors) Mean SD

| am satisfied with the formal government 4.48 2.03
training | have received.

| would recommend that others in my position 6.04 .46
take advantage of the formal training programs
offered by the government.

| participated in selecting the courses 5.19 2.24
1 attended.

| am satisfied with the amount of participa- 4.78 2.27
tion | have had in selecting the courses |

attended.

| have been able fo attend the courses | 4.7\ 2.36

planned to atftend.

My supervisor is committed o my training 4.69 2.25
and development.

Organizational policy promotes my fraining 4,08 2.21
and development.

I am receiving the training necessary to do 4,48 2.16
my present job properly.

{ am receiving the training needed for my . 3.51 2.22
future advancement.

The purpose of the formal training | have 4,98 2.10
received and will be receiving is ciear to me.
The counselihg | have received from my super- 3.57 2.22

visor concerning my program of formal train-
ing is adequate.

The government training programs made avai |- 4.21 2.10
able at any given time were adequate to ful-

fill my specific needs.

The courses available at any time were 4,16 2.07
adequate to fulfill my more general needs

for future development.
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TABLE 2: EMPLOYEE AND SUPERVISOR ATTITUDES (CONT.)

Statements (employeesand supervisors) Mean sb

| receive adequate, timely informetion 4,05 2.33
about what fraining opportunities are
available.

The selection of employees for attendance 4.28 2.24
in courses is fair and without bias.

'Sfafemenfs {supervisors only)

Supervisors in general do a good job in 3.88 1.54
the counseling of employees with respect
to their training plans.

Supervisors in general do a good job in 4,33 .69
the selection of employees for formal

training.

The. training specialists in my organiza- 3.99 .88

tion are knowledgeable with regard to the
specific jobs within my jurisdiction.

Training specialists are helpful in per- 3.86 1.78
forming task analyses.

Training specialists are capable of 4,21 1.78
advising me when a particular problem is
solveable through formal training.

| know what the objective of a pafficu|ar 5.45 1.57
training course is before it is given.

The desired objectives of formal training 4.77 1.37
are met successfully.

The time spent in training by the employees 5.99 1.16
under my jurisdiction is a good investment
for the organization.




These are the four factors identified from the fifteen ques-

tions about ftraining experiences answered by employees and super-

visors:

Common factors (employees & supervisors)

I. Utility (perceived usefulness of training attended)

2. Choice (participation in and satisfaction with selecticn of
training opportunities)

3. Commitment (perceived sincerity of agency pronouncements and
actions concerning training and development)

4, General reccmmendation (overall attitude toward training and

development)

Table 3 lists the rotated factor loadings for the fif%een ques-
tions or attitude statements. A statement falls iﬁfo the factor for
which the statement has the highest loading (indicated by the *). The
question's loading on a factor indicates the degree to which the state-
ment confributes to that factor.

A similar analysis of the eight questions answered by supervisors
was performed, with fhese four factors identified:

Supervisor factors

I. Supervisory adequacy (competency to effectively advise

employees concerning training and development)

2. Training specialists (overall performance of their EDS's)

3. Course objectives (clearness and completeness of objectives

of courses to which Théy send employees)

4. Good investment (perception of benefit to organization of

training)
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TABLE 3: ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS

FACTORS
Commit~ Gen.

Statements (employees & supervisors) Utility Choice ment recomm.
| am satisfied with the formal 0.546* 0.358 0.328 -0.278
government training | have received.

| would recommend that others in 0.198  0.069 0.101 ~0.8388%
my position take advantage of the

formal training programs offered

by the government.

| participated in selecting the 0.040 0.853* 0.142 -0.204
courses | attended.

| am satisfied with the amount 0.239 0.853* 0.193 =~0.025
of participation | have had in

selecting the courses | attended.

| have been able to attend the 0.313 0.639% 0.162 0.149
courses | planned to attend.

My supervisor is committed to my 0.122 0.153 0.820* -0.167
training and development. :

Organizational policy promotes my 0.267 0.209 0.731*% =~0.120
training and development.

| am receiving the training neces- 0.661*% 0.075 '0.372 -~0.026
.sary to do my present job properly.

| am receiving the training needed 0.554*% 0.152 0.501 -0.054
for my future advancement.

The purpose of the formal training 0.574*% 0.243 0.299 -0.16l
| have received and will be receiving

is clear to me.

The counseling | have received from 0.365 0.121 0.702*% -0.070
my supervisor concerning my program -

of formal training is adequate.

The government training programs 0.793% 0.168  0.202 =0.108
made available at any given time :

were adequate to fulfil! my specific

needs.
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TABLE 3: ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS (CONT.)

FACTORS
Commit~ Gen.

Statements (employees & supervisors) Utility Choice ment recomm.
' The courses available at any time 0.775*% 0.173 0.150 -0.120

were adequate fto fulfill my more

general needs for future development.

| receive adequate, timely informa- 0.375 0.175 0.497% 0.200

tion about what training opportuni-

ties are available.

The selection of employees for 0.490* 0.160 0.501*% 0.169

attendance in courses is fair and
without bias. '

-139-




Rotated factor loadings for the supervisory questions are found
in Table 4.

Given the four different areas of concern to both employees and
supervisors, as identified by the firs% factor analysis, a multivariate
analysis of variance was performed.* The purpose of this analysis
was to look at the effects of certain dimensions (independent variables)
on the factors (dependernt variables). These dimensions were the posi-
tion of the respondent (employee or supervisor), GS leve!, sex, and
agency. |In addition, for each analysis of variance performed, an
analysis of covariance was aiso perférmed, with age and experience as
the covariates.

The multivariate analysis of variance identified significant

- differences** along the employee/supervisor dimension for two

factors: wutility and commitment. The analysis showed that employees

perceive the usefulness of their training and the organization's
commitment to their training in a much more negative light than do
supervisors about their own training. 1|f we look at the specific
questions contributing to each factor, training available for future
advancement (utility factor) has a comparatively low mean, as does .
counseling on formal training programs {(commitment factor). These

then are particularly negatively-rated by employees.

*The standard computer package used for the multivariate analysis
was from the Biometric Laboratory, University of North Carolina.

¥%Significance was taken to be p =.05 or better on the F tests.
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TABLE 4: ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS

FACTORS
Statements (supervisors) : Superv. Course Good
adeq. EDS's obj. invest.

Supervisors in general do a good -0.894*% 0.198 0.022 0.059
Jjob in the counseling of employees : -
with respect to their training plans.
Supervisors in general do a good -0.915*% 0.067 0.080 0.034
job in The selection of employees
for formal training.
The training specialists in my -0.060 0.807*% 0.246 0.147
organization are knowledgeable with
regard to the specific jobs within
my jurisdiction.
Training special ists are helpful -0.132  0.914% 0.198  -0.029
in performing task analyses.
Training specialists are capable -0. 16! 0.86(* 0.145 0.055
of advising me when a particuiar
problem is solveable through
formal training.
I know what the objective of a 0.062 0.178 0.88t%* 0.100
particular fraining course is
before it is given.

~ The desired objectives of formal -0.212 0.312 0.763* 0.112
training are met successfully.
The time spent in training by the -0.073  0.089 0.157 0.979%

employees under my jurisdiction
is a good investment for the
organization.
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There were no significant differences found in the analysis of
the effect of GS level on the factors, so that this more finely divided
grade level dimension is not as crucial as the dichotomy employee/super-
visor.

The dimension sex has a significant effect on the factor choice,
with women feeling they have more choice than men.

Considering effects by agency only, the analysis showed significant
differences among agencies-in commitment and in choice--useful information
for the specific agencies concerned but not for comprehensive conclusions
on disincentives problems.

Finally, when the effects of the covariates age and experience were

taken into consideration, it was found that they accounted for none of the
major differences identified in the relationships between each independent
variable (divisions of the sample) and the dependent variables (factors).
People were thus not responding as a function of their experience_and age;
as people became older and accumulated more years of government service,
they scored the items no differently th&n anyone else.

In the multivariate analysis of variance for the supervisory factors,

the three agencies differed on ftwo factors: fraining specialists and

supervisory adequacy. One agency is significantly more dissatisfied than

the other two with the performance of their frainers. Two agencies are
much more'negafive!y disposed than the third toward their supervisors'con-
cerning the advice supervisors provide to employees on fraining.

Other multivariate analyses on the supervisory factors were not per-
formed either because they wou!d have been inappropriate or because there

were insufficient data.
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