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"
COMPTROLLTR GINERAL OF THE UN(TED STATES
- WNSTON, D C e

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Represen:tatives

This is our report on inprovements needed in training
evaluation. It should help the Congre=ss assess how well ;
the Civil Service Commission and the Pederal departments
anm agencies are fulfilling the evaluation requirements of
the Government Employees Training Act, Executive Order 11348
and cecommendations of a 1967 report by the Subcommittee

on Hanpower and Civil Service, Wouse Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auvdit-
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, to the Chairman, Civil Service
Commission, and to the Pederal departaents included in our

T, A it

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER CENERAL'S TWPTER CUALUATION
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS FOR FEDERAL CIVILIAN
EMPLOYEE TRAINING
Feaeral Executive Departments
- wivil Service Commission

RIGEST

About 960,000 U.S. civilian employees have
received about 45 million hours of train-
ing, costing the Federal Govermment approx-
imately $216 million. How have the Civil
Sarvice Commission and the Pederal Exscu-
tive departments

—Measured the effectivensss of this
training?

==Pulfilled the evaluation require-
ments of the Goverrment Employees
Training Act of 19587

=-Progressed in irplementing the
recommandations of a 1967 congres-
sional subccamittee report which
concluded that Pederal training
wvas not evaluated as required?

To answer thess questions, GAD sent ques-
tionnaires to about 900 Federal Executive
department training and employee develop-
ment officers and consulted with Commission
officials and training evaluation authorities.

The questionnaire results show that the
evaluation requirements of the Govermment

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

recoammendations are not being cet adequately.

The extent and degree to which training
cost data was collecte¢ varied widely,
with many respondents not gathering
enough data for effective cost control.

(See p. 10.)
Mﬂhmhuﬂmm
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GAO racommends trz* the Comnisrior define
and ackieve a consensus awovy the Iredu-
tive lepartmenis and agencics on tas ele-
ments that maza u» the total cost 2f
training and trhen <ivwsure taat Jdatc on
thess elemants is wnifornly cetervined
and eoillected.

There was little use >f the Camission‘'s
Training Cost Model, developed in 1972
for making specific cost forecasts for

training operations. (See p. 11.)

GCAO recommends that the Cormisgion deter-
mine vhy the cost model has bern little
used, amend and refine it accordirzly,
and then increase @ffortes 2o publicias it
to training officials at all levels.

Although almost all respondents repcrted
that they had written training courue plans,
the plans often lacked the specific fea-
tures necessary for effective future course
evaluation. (See p. 14.)

GAO recommends thaz the Commission help
the departments and agencies Fevelop
written training course plars vhich in-
elude instructions for course delivery,
measuring course results, and modifying
and updating the course before future w.se.

Some performance aesasures were taken during
the course, scme on its completion, and
scme after the trainee's return to the job.
The extent, detail, timing, and scope of
the measures used varied widely. In many
cases the use of —easures vas 80 limited
that effective evaluation was irpossible.
(See p. 17.)

While many respondents said that performance

was assessed upon return to the job (prob-
ably the most crucial step because it

ii
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demonstrates the adequacy and relevancy

of the mml. the tm‘ tmm. and m
of this assesszent often fell short of
standards suggested by training author-
ities. (See p. 17.)

Statistical and experimental evaluations
were not widely conducted; those that were
done were eslanantary. However, over 60
percent of the respondents said they were
satisfied with the level of evaluations
performed. (See p. 26.,

Respondents' comments indicated that
problems with training were widespread
among deprrtments, regardless of the size
or scope of the training officers' respon-
sibilities. Most respondants who were
dissatisfied with the level of evaiuations
lacked rescurces. Others lacked statisti-
cal and experimental know-how, and scme
mentioned lack of managemant interest.

In addition, respondents stressed lack

of managerent support and difficulties
with scloction for training. (See p. 25.)

GAO recommends that the Commission reem-
phasize that it is the departments ' and
agencies ' primary responsidbility to
control the training of their employ-
ees and to evaluate the effective-

ness of that training. GAO also
recomiende that the Commissicn promote
successul evaluation methode a=mong

the agencise and, tarough ite per-
sonnel management evaluaticn fune-
tion, monitor the agemcies' evaiua-
tions of training.

The Cammission found the GAO survey data
disheartening kut said that, unfortunately,
it confirmed the Commission's suspicions.
The Comrission added, "Hopefully, the
report will lead to the formulation and
implementation of specific action recom-
mendations.”

iid



To fullfill ite roie in providing training
leadership and guidance, GAO recommends
that the Commission work wvith Federal
departments and agencies on the [indings
end problems identified in this report
and determ< ¢ stepe to be taken for im-

provements.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The basic statute authorizing exployse training
throughout most of the Federal Government is title 5,
United States Code, chapter 41 (5 U.5.C, 4101 et seq.
11970)). Executive Order 11348 of April 20, 1967, gives
aqercy heads additional direction on how to use the general
statutory authority. Both the law and “he Exscutive order
authorize the Civil Service Commission (CSC) to issue
regulations governing various aspects of the law.

According to the Government Employees Training Act
(GETA), Public Law 85-507, July 7, 1958 (now S U.8.C. 4101
&t seqg. (1970)), each department and agency head has the
primary responsibility for conducting training within that
department or agency. The above mentioned Executive order
requires each agency head tc plan, program, budget, operate,
and evaluate training programs. The specific responsibilities
Placed on department and agency heads by the liwv and regu-
lations include:

--Determining the department's training needs.

--Establishing and operzting training programs to
meet those needs.

--Establishing the criteria for the selection of em-
ployees for training. i

--petermining the method and extsnt to which the
department will finance training.

—-Evaluating the results of training. '
=--Reporting to CSC on training activities.
Under GETA and the Executive crder, CSC is responsible
for providing leadership and guidanca to Federal training
activities. Through it®= Bureau of Training, CSC:
-=-Plans and promotes the development, improvement,

coordination, and evaluation of training activities
under the law,

b



--Assists agencies in the development of sound programs
and financial plans for training, with particular
attention to planning, programing, oudgeting, operat-
ing, evaluating, and improving training progiams.

--provides for identifying and disseminating findings
of research in training technology.

-=Issuss Government-wide training regulations.

SIZE A'D COS'' OF FEDERAL
CIVILIAI TRAINING PROGRAMS

In fiscal year 1973, about 960,000 civilian employees
received a total of almost 45 million hours of training
costing approximately $216 million.l (This does not include
trainees' salaries, vhich are not reported to CSC. If
estinmated salaries were included, total training cost would
be approxiartely $500 million.) Agencies report employese
trainingy under four general categories:

Illl-_l-h
na"er
traioed

-= Madical, scisntific, legal,
eaginsering and related fislda
" (professicnmal). 150,000
— Trpdes and crafts, facilitise and
sarvices, and "how to" courses in
administrative tachniguee and skills
{technical). 391,000
== Administration, sanagessnt, and
super—.sion (administrative). 211,000
== Clarical and office services,
orientation, safety and heritk,
and comsunications (other). 207,000
Totsl 959,000

lpiscal vear figures are the latest available from CSC
at the tirme of our writing--April 1975,
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Most tvainees (71 percent) attended courses provided
by their own age.cies. The remainder attended interagency
or non-Gevernment courses.

The total (approximate) cost of this training ir
fiscal year 1973 was:

Tuition and fees $ 32,000,000
Travel and per diem 52,000,000
Books, materials, and other related costs 17,000,000

Salaries of persons engaged in eaployee
development and treining 115,000,000

Estimated salaries of training participants 295,000, 0C0
e $311,000,000

REPORT CP SUBCOMMITTEE OV MANPOWER

OPPICE A CI/TL SERVICE CotrTTEE

In 1567 the Subcomittee studied the effectiveness of

the implementation of GETA. To determine the extent to which

training was evaluated, the staff visited field offices and
met with training representatives at vaciour derartzent and

agency headqrarters.
In their report, they suggestel that:

“# & * gv luation of training should logically begin
with the determin~tion of a lagitimate need for train-
ing in the first instance. * * * then alternative
methods, and their estimated alternative costs should
be evaluated, * * * Next consideration should be
given to evaluation of cthe training itself, * = * The

evaluation step fol wing this would be a determination

of the employee's performance on the job after train-
ing as related to his performaice prior to the train-

ing.*
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The report concluded that most departments and agencies
apparently had no adequate training evaluation process
which effectively encorpassed all the evaluation areas sug-

gested above.
Additionglly the report said:

"Evaluation is the ore area of training programs that
has probably suffered more than any other. Training
needs have r.i «lways been properly evaluated. Methods
of acccmpiishing training properly have not always

been properly evaluated in light of the training need.
Training courses themselves have not always been prop-
erly evaluated as to the specifi~ sbjectives desired
by tha manager sending employees to these courses.
Employees' performance on the job is r>t being properly
evaluated in terms of the training which the employee
has received, presumably to improve this performance.”

The Subcommittee agreed that evaluating training is
a omplex problem. "However,"” it added:

"The fact that it is complex is no excuse for not
making a re=ascnable effort to evalua'e whether or
not the Government is getting a dollar's worth of
end product for each dollar it spends on training
its employees.”

The report recomaended that:

--Departments and agencies give concerted attention
to developing training evaluation programs which
cover all phases of training fro training require-
ments to employee performance after training.

-=CSC take leadersghip in developing more definitive
guides for training evaluation and help the depart-
ments and agencies implement these guides.

1971 REPORT ON TRAINI!IG

On May 25, 1971, we issuved a report (B-70896) to the
Congress on :mprovements needed in the management of trainirg




under GETA iu the Department of Dsfense (DOD). In response
to this report, which identified the same weaknesses in
accounting for training costs and making evaluations a3 the
1967 Subcommittee report, <SC said:

"As outlined in previous correspondence with GAD, the
Commiesion has begun to fulfill its role in the planning
and management of training areas and is acquiring the
knowledge and technical skills necessary to serve in a
consultative and advisory capacity to Fedaral agencies.
In addition, the Bureau of Personnel Management Evalu-
ation, in its review of agency personnel functions,

now examines such areas as the responsiveness of train-
ing to mission neuds, the responsibility for training
to mission necds, the responsibility for training - sed
determination, development of schedules and priorities,
equal triining opportunity for minority groups and
women, counseling for self-devclopment and advancement,
management attitudes toward training, and training
evaluation”,

METHODOLOGY FCR CAQ REVIEW

To examine the progress made in implementing the recom-
mendations ¢ ¥ both the 1967 Subcommittee report and our
1971 report and the current state of training evaluation,
we sent a Questionnaire (see app. I) to randomly selected
training and employee development officers throughout the
Federal Executive departments.l These departments accounted
for about 82 percent of the Federal employees wvho received
training in fiscal year 1973.

lepxecutive departments,® as used in this report and as
defined in the United States Government Organization Manual
1973-74, include the Departments of Agriculture; Coxmerce;
Defense (including the Air Force, Army, Navy, and other
Defense agencies): Health, Education, and Welfare: Housing
and Urban Development:; the Interior: Justice: Lapor; State:
Transportation: and the Treasury.



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

Overall, the responses contained information on approx-
irately 300 courses.3 We asked respondents to answer the
Questionnaire for the course for which they are responsible
(excl ling correspondence courses, CSC training, and long-
tera non-Government courses) which received the most effec-
tive evaluation. Becausa the results represent what the
respondents believe to be their best evaluated courses,
their other courses must receive the same level of evalua-
tion, iess thorough evaluation, or no evaluation.

The questionnaire was constructed after a review of
Federal training regulations and requirements, a review of
training literature, and discussions with training author-
ities. It was designed to learn the extent to which train-
ing and employee development officers (1) identify training
course costs, (2) plan, review, and revise training courses,
(3) assess and evaluate the effectiveness and benefits of
training, and (4) have problems with training and its evalu-
ation.

We discussed the survey results with Bureau of Training
officials and have incorporated their comments where appli-
cable,

Oour conclusions and recommendations are in chapter 6.

21n this report, "significant difference” refers to statis-

tically significant differences determined by use of the 2
test at the 95-percent confidence level. See appendix III
for a description of this test.

3see appendix II for sampling procedures.



SCOPE _OF _DSVIEW

The questionnaire was sent to 881 randomly selected
training and employee development officers from all Federal
Executive depar.ments, Discussions were also held with
CSC officiais and with authorities in training svalua‘.ion.



CHAPTER 2
COSTS OF TRAINING

The 1967 Fouse Subcommittees reported that most Federal
departments and agencies aprarently did not hav.. adequate
systems for determining and reporting accurate traininqg costs.
The report recommended that:

"Departments and agencies should crnsider establishing
better systens for keeping cost records of training
programs. This should psabably be incorporated into
existing cost accounting systems. The Civil Service
Commission should coordinate the program to assure
uniformity and comparability.®

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

*The major deficiencies cited in this report deal
primarily with the absence of adcquate financial
management svstems for training in the DOD activities
audited. Unfortunately this prcblem is not nnique
to DOD--most Federal agencles hav» this same problem.
We feel that the reasons why this is so are wort
some discussion. Large scale training of Federal
employees is still relatively new in the Govern-
ment and =2xpenditires for such training have grown
over the past decale. Training management systems
have not kept pace with this growth for a host of
reasons, e.g., higher agency priorities, lack of
systematic analysis, manpower and budget limitations,
and lack of top management concern.” (Underscoring
supplied.)

CST also said that it did not believe it would be
practical for DOD or any large Federal organaization to
require that trairing cost items be identified in accounting
systeas but that it would be possible for agencies to de-
wvelop analytically derived and periodically adju .ed cost
estimates which would be adequate for training m.nagement
purposes.

The Federal Personnel Manual (FPM) says that, where
feasible, agencies should use available analytical toois
to cazpare the costs of various training solutions and the
values to be derived from then.

The use of cost data for evaluating training is als>
addressed in the Bureau of Training's May 1971 panmphlet
entitled "Training Fvaluation: A Guid-= to its Plarning,
Develcpment and Use in Agency Tiaining Cources.”™ This
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panohlet sugaests that, in general, the more costly the
course, the more comprehensive its evaluation ought tc be.

Recognizing the necessity of gathering costs as an

important firs* tool in assessing training, in fiscal year
1972 I5C developed the Training Cost Model (TCM) which is:

that

"¢ & ¢ 3 gimulation model for agercy training management
use in making specific cost forecasts with respect to
training operations. I's potential applications range
from pernitting agencies to make accurate performance-
linked budget input:c for the training iunction to
developing estimates of the cost of a proposed training
course."

CSC believes the most significant use of all may be:

“* ¢ ofor providi~; a sound basis for inc_uding <raining
as a positive element in an agency's strategic planning.
That is, as zgencies look forward in time articimating
the very substantial chana®s that are inevi‘able, it
pernits them to cost out training as one significant
potential change factor; to ccst out the implications

of any stratcg’c decisions that imvolve zraining or
training for change; and to incluae thac thinking in

a vary positir2 and concrete wav in planning for agency
resource allccation over the coming years.®

Despite the complex concepts underlyirg TCM, CSC claims
its actual operation is simple and that, once the re-

quired basic assumptions are la.d out, ithe calculatirns can
k> made by clerical staff or can be computer procramed.

tart

™M calls for identifying 2ach of the following impor-
cust e:ements:

-=Total direct ladbor costs for staff associated with
trainingj.

-=Tuition.
-=-Trainee salary costs.
-=-Travel and per diem.

--Other expenditures (books, materials, contractors,
rentals, and related costs).

We examined *+he extent to which the Fxecutive Aepartments

accounted for the above cost elements and used TCM.



ACCOUNTING FOR TRAINING COURSE COSTS

SMithough some respondents made no accounting of training
costs because "the cost of training would appear prohibitive”
or "managenent does not seea to care," 77 percent did some
accounting. Of these, some explained that they would have
no reason to collect travel or per diem costs if the course
on which they were reporting was taught at the work site or
they would not always collect tuition and fees from their
bareaus or divisions for courses which they spcnsored in-
ternally but, rather, would include such costs in their
training office overall budget.

Specific costs were accounted for as follows.

Percent of respondents

(rote a)

Direct labor costs for staff

associated with triining 67
Trainee salary costs (note b) 60
Tuitiun and fees 61
Travel and per diea 78
Other expenditwres (books, materials,
contractors, rentals, etc.) 82
Total costs 81

a*Respondents” refers to the 77 percent who accounted for
traininc course costs.

PConstituted about 58 percent of the total amount spent by
the Federal Government on training in fiscal year 19713.

Other differen es surfaced as to what constitutes total
cost. Eighty-orne percent of the respondents indicated that
they accounted for total costs. However, 22 percent of these
responéents did not account for the salaries of their training
staff. Instead, this cost was often included in tuition
fees of non-Govc-nment short tera and interagency courses.

Sixty-six percent of the respondents who accounted for
total costs included trainee zalaries and 59 percent accounted
for both direct labor and trairee salaries, which together
mace up 30 percent of the cost of Federal employee training
in fiscal year 1973.

10




USE OF TCM

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

About 12 percent of the respondents used TCM. Of those
wvho did not, 37 percent did not know about it: 21 percent
had a better alternative: 1] percent said it was too com=-
pPlicated to use; 11 percent said it did not represent their
costs: and 17 percent answered “"other," adding such reasons
as "mandatory course,” “"cost only necessary to justify a
new course,” and "no costs other than salaries.”

Some respondents had doubts about the proper use of
TCM. They tihought it was not suited to their training courses
because the courses' subject matter was not cuantifiable or
measurable. Some said, "The course is required, so cost
analysis is not important." Conversely 74 percent of those
who used TCM did so to account for costs of required courses.
Respondents who collected cata on :otal costs, including
direct labor and trainee salaries, represented 78 percent of
those who used TCM.

11



RIANNING, REVIEW, AND REVISION

FPN requires rich agency to review periodically, but no
less often than annually, its program to identify training
needed to bring about more effective performance at the least '
possible cost. The program should contain comprehensive !
course plans which training Jfficers are to follow. !

The Subcommittee report said that: |

“# * * consideration should be given to evaluation
of the training itself, including such factors as I
the length of the training course, the adequacy of !
instruction, the course content and the relation- i
ship of this content to the predetermined objectives

of the training; adequacy of training facilities;

and adequacy of traiming aids, etc..”

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

Our questionnaire examined not only overall but also
specific components of ccurse plans, just as we examined both
overall and cdetailed iters in cost collection.

Authorities acree that a good course plan should address:
Organizational needs: The kncwledge, skill, and ability

requirements for maximum effectiveness of the agency operations
which the course addresses.

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

12



Curriculus or content: The specific topics or aubje.-t
matter to be covered,

Progra=ing of the course, or lesson plar, and the course
material and e Dent: e ogv °
presenzation © subject matter (e.g.. 3 hours®' lecture,
1 hour of slides, 1 hour of discussion, and such necessary
eQuipment as a slide projector, flip charts, etec.).

Trainee qualifications: The prerequisities that a trai.ee
must have (minimum reading rates, mathematical skill, or

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

Critiques relating to specific parts of the course: Trainees'
reactions to specific features of the course in the form of
comments that can ba tabulated and quantified as an early
step in the course evaluation.

Measurement of learning: A description of how the trainee's
Tearning wil] be measured both during the course and upon
completion. The instruments developed for these measure-
ments and specified in the plan are usually in the form of
written performance tests or informal or forma' demonstrations

or discussions.

Validation and evaluation: A msthodology for assessing the
adequacy and sultability of the course.

Updating procedures: How to make changes on the basis of
observation or performance measures and how to reexamine
the original objectives to improve the course.

13




Ninety percent of the respondents had written training
course plans; however, the individual components of a good
plan were not always included, as the following table shows.

Percent of respondants

(nota a)
Organizational needs 65
Training objectives 91
Curriculum or content 8s
Prograning of course ot
Course materials 75
Trainee qualifications 47
Critignes relating to parts of 62
course
Mesasurement of learning 51
during course
Measurcment of learning upon 51
course completion
Validation and evaluation 48
Updating procedures 56

&*Respondents” refers to the 90 percent who had
written course plans.

Most plans covered the conducting of the course (i.e.,
the objectives, curricuium, materials and equipment, and
lesson plans), but instruct mns for measuring course results
were less often included.

Less than half the respondents had trainee qualifications
in their plans. Authorities suggest that such qualifications
prevent the course from being used as a "reward” or a
temporary “dunping ground, " which some respondents mentioned
as reascas for selecting employees for training.

14
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Over 60 perceat of the respondents planned for course
critiques. Although some studies show that *.ainees who
enjoy a course are likely to benefit from it, critiques
do not necessarily measure any learning that has taksn
place. Nevertheless, training officials said that critiques
are often used because they can be easily administered.

Less than half the respondents planned for course
validation and evaluation. While authorities acknowledge
that the scope of tiiis process may vary with the type of
course and resources available, most agree that it should
bs in the overall cours: plan to the extent practicable.

Strengths and weaknesses of a course are discovered
vhen it is evaluated after completion. Information gathered
and a reexamination of the original objectives are used for
course modification. Training officiaia deem it essential
to the success of future courses to plan ahead for feedback
and necessary changes. Only 56 percent of the respondents,
however, planned for updating.

REVIEW AND REVISION

Authorities suggest that measurements of the effective-
ness of training should be made at three times: during the
training, upon completion of the training, and after return
to the job. Sixteen percent of the respondents took no
measurements, 22 percent measured performance at one of these
times, 24 percent at two of these times, and 38 percent at
all three times.

Performance measures during and
upon completion of course

The CSC Guide stresses incourse evaluation to insure
that course objectives are being met. Along with current
literature on evaluating training, it describes, as shown
in the following table, both direct and indirect methods to
test performance during and at the end of a course.

15
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Direct Indirect
Formal: pencil and paper opinion questionnaires
job or tas% tests classroom observation
Informals clnss discussions trainee conversations

role playing instructor “"feelings"
case studies

There are limiting features to these msthods; for
example, (1) test comstruction is difficuit, (2) partici-
pation in class discussions may not demonstrate actual
learning, (3) opinion questionnaires may reflect personal
biases, and (4) observers must be familiar with the subject
satter.

T™he timing of the performance measures may depend upon
the type of test used and such course features as length,
size, material tawght, and number of times the course has
been given. For exampie, if an observer is usod, his
comments may be given a: the end of the day; a critique
may be used only at the and of the course; in a long course,
pencil and paper tests may be given at the end of each unit;
and task performance tests may be given daily if the next
step depends upon the mactery of the previous one.

16



Fifty-eight percent of the rcspondents gave periodic
performance tests during the course and 55 percent did so
upon completion, as shown below.

Percent of respondents (note a)

Pancil an_d Instructor Task
Paper test rating  test Other

During the course 65 46 63 Puo
Upon completion of 61 46 46 b,
course

8"Respondents” refers to the 58 percent who took measures
during the course and the 55 percent who took
measuras upon completion.

‘bf those who answered ®"other,® most used oral exami-
nations, role playing, or peer critigues as measure-
ments.

On-the-3job performance meas.res

Tests during and at the completion of training couraes
measure learning from the course:; feedback from these tests
helps imprcve course strategy or methods. Evaluation upon
return to the job tells whether and how learning is upplied.

Some trainers comsider assessing the trainee's job
performance ¢ ¢ most crucial phase of evaluation because
it shows both the adsguacy and the relevancy of the training:
a trainee may master techniques and principles but be unable
to use them in his daily work. Thus, an important part of
the evaluation is determining the amount of transfer from
the course to the on-the-job situation and how long the

resulting changes last. Also important is the examination
of organizational changes resulting in improved supervision,
product gquality, actual savings in the department or in
improved morale and job satisfiaction. Seventy percent of
the respondents said that perioraance was assessed on the
job after training.

Of those making this assessment, about 70 percent used
supervisors' ratings and job perforwance measures. Porty
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percent used graduate critiques and 13 percent said they
used “other" techniques-—prirmarily infor=al observations,
discussions, and interviews with training stafef.

While immediate checking upon return to a job may
indicate some learning, training experts consider a later
evaluation which indicates retention of learning and use in
the everyday situation a more valid chack. Many authorities
say that the posttraining appraisal should be made after
3 months or more 80 that the trainees have an opportunity
to practice what they have learned. Additional measures
taken later can validate the findings of this appraisal.

The respondents measured on-the-job performance at
different periods of timas after training, as follows:

Percent of respondents

(nots a)
Less than 3 months S5
3 to 6 months 37
6 to 12 months 46
After 12 months 21

#=Respondents® refers to the 70 percent who assessed on-
the-job performance after training.

Trainers also consider accurate results important in
measuring the effects of training. This mcans that measures
should not ozly be taken repeatedly but also that on-the-job
performance should be measured in detail. Fifty-five
percent of the respondents rated the trainees' performance
satisfactory or not satisfactory, and 42 percent rated
performance on a graduated scale (e.g., very good, good,
fair, poor, very poor, or from O to 100 percent). Eighty
percent rated the trainees' job perfcrmance in relation to
spacific pacts of their jt:ll:w.1

ﬁ
“Percent” refers to the 70 percent who assessed on-the-
job pe: formance «fter training.
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Coyrse modification

Trainers consider evaluation as a starting point for
course improvement. Feedback can lead to correcting weak-
nesses. Ninety-three percent of the vespondents formally
modified, or updated, their training courses for the
following reasons.

Percent of respondents

(note a)
Change in current trends 69
Change in preestablished policies 64
or procedures
Change in guals, operatiors, and/or 56
conditions
Result of specific problems 56
Result of benefits 34
Result of job performance ratings 22
Change in, or appraisal of, 21
performance
Result of course pretesting 12

All others (primarily student and/or 12
instructor critiques and evaluations)

"nupondnnu' refere to the 93 percent who modified
their courses.

The CSC Guide suggests that data on trainee achieve-
ment be collected continuously and systematically and
followed by appropriate course modification.

Less than a quarter of the analyzed training courses,
howaver, were modified as a result of a trainee's subsequent
on-the-job performance. This could bh expected when, as
previously noted, only half the training course plans
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provided updating procedures and less than 60 percent of the
respondents meagured effoctiveness during or upon completion
of the course.

Respondants said that some courses were changed to
keep the trainees interested. If a course was popular, its
existence wvas guarinteed whether or not the trainees
actually needed it. This also kept the training budget
and staff growing.



Reliable and rigorous evaluative research desigms which
can be applied to training have been developed. The ideal
methodology requires msasuring change from before training
to after; identifying to the extent possible cause and ef-
fect; and using statistically equivalent, randomly selected
exper imental and control groups. When random selection is
not possible, equivalant results can be obtained by giving
precourse testing to two groups to determine the differences
between them and then trainirg one group and using the other
as a control group. If using a control group is not possible,
a series of precourse and postcourse tests say be adainis-

tered and compared to determine the influence the training
had on performance.

Hinsteen percent of the respondents used statistical
or experimeatal methods to evaluate the effectiveness of
their training courses. Of these, over half (55 percent)
usec the pretest and posttest msthod without a control

group. Training officials and valuation experts report that
this method is weake. than met'ods using control groups. The

following table shows the various techniques used by the
19 percenc.
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Percen: »f peayardeats
‘antan’

Cospare the job pecformance of a large
(100-500), random, nonbiased sample of
graduates with a similar sample of

wvorkers who have not received traiaing

Administer a pretast and a posttast to

both a training group and a control growp

(job performance scores are taken on both
gEowpe h'm trainving and again after

B ?

|

Other--an analysis of the "other® tech-
nigues indicates that these re-
spondents considered post course
questionnaires, supervisors' re-
ports oa traineses, interviews
with graduses, and similar mea-
surements &’ statistical or experi-
mental techiigques. These procedures
are not considered such by mos
training expertes. L 31

a°pespondents” refers to the 19 perceat who used statistical
techniques.



ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS

FPM suggests that, wherever feasible, an agency make
cost-benefit analyses to determine how available 12«ources
can best serve the agency. “any factors influence how indepth
the analysis should be. Some course criteria mentioned in
CSC's Guide are (1) the content (can the benefits be measured
with any precision?), (2) the learning level (skill training
may require a more thorough evaluation than an orientation
course), and {3) the costs. The Guide suggests that the more
costly the course, the more coprehensive the evaluation ought
to be. Two other factors discussed in the Guide are:

(1) The degree of control exercised by the agency over
course delivery: where this control covers all elements-=
media, facilities and, in particular, the instruction
staff--the level of evaluation may be set based on
consideration of the above variables. However, where

it is desirable to use frequent gquest faculty to present
the program, control over the delivery stage will be
limited. As a consequence, it will be more difficult

to apply achievement measures.

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

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

T™VM I:

"t & & pelates specifically to training designed to
improve performance of those work activities that result
in measurable products or services. Initial estimates
suggest that the model has potential for application

to the daily activities of nearly one million Federal
employees. Utilization of this process will enable
management to assess whether training would significantly
improve employee efficiency. Faced with a choice of
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several training alternatives, the model will also
provide the manager with necessary information fnr
selecting that training which is potentially mosc

effective.”

Because TVN I was developed only recently, our guestion
naite did not ask if it was used. We did ask if the training
benefits were analyzed and to what extent. Forty-seven per-
cent analyzed benefits, using the procedures which follow.

Percent of respondents

(nate a)
Identify benefits 87
Neasure results 4"
Neasure benefits a8
Measure dollar value 10
Cost=benafit ratio 5

@ Respondents® refers to the 47 percent who
analyzed benefits.
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SHAPTER 3
PROBLENS WITH TRAINING

GENERAL PROBLEMS

Almost 60 percent of the resvondents had problems with
training. Over half said they had insufficient resources.
Many cormented that additional resources would allow more
sophisticated course evaluation which, in tura, would make
courses nore effective. Lack of resources was 1sually
traced to lack of managenent interest. This appraisal is
confirmed in the 1973 CSC report, "Disincentives to Effective
Employee Training and Development,” wvhere the first dis-
incentive cited is, "The benefits of training are not clear
to top management.” The report goes on to state that:

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

Respondents cited the following problems.

Percent of ;
Xaspondents (note a
Insufficient resources Sé
Results cannot be determined 37
Line management fails to allow what
wvas taught to be used on the job 31
Productivity cannot be related to
training 25
Training reports too low in organization 14
Peer-group pressure counters what was
learned 12
Other (these responses dealt primarily
with trainee selection and a lack
of support by managers and super-
visors) 22

aspesponcents” refers to the 60 percent who had
problems with training.
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Respondents' comments indicated that problems with
training programs were widespread among departments, regard-
less of the size or scope of the training officers' res-
ponsibilities. The problems generally related to selection

processes, management support, and evaluation techniques.

Some respondents reported that training courses are re-
quired but m2y not -8 needed by the trainees. Many said that
training was too often used as a reward or punishment for
esployees. One respondent said, "training is used as a
sop to young professionals who have been given unchallenging,
unrevarding jobs. Promise them a master's degree and they'll
stay." Typical comments were: “training for training's
sake with little or no regard for possible benefits:®
*"people vho actually need training may not get it:" “some
managers see the need for training only when there is nothing
else to do;" and "a panacea for organizational ills.® Other
respondents stressed that emphasis was on education, not on-
the-job performance.

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

EVALUATION PROBLEMS

Thirty-nine percent of the respondents were dissatisfied
with the level of evaluations. Of these, 75 percent lacked
resources and 22 percent lacked statistical and experimental
know-how. Thirty-nine percent gave additional reasons such
as: "no real follow-up encouraged,” "lack of mansgement
support,” or "apathy from trainees and field line super-
visors.® Others reported that the course planning was too
vague for evaluation. (See ch. 3.)

Hany respondents said that few, if any, methods were
available to evaluate the inmpact of nontecnnical courses
because it is impossible to measure gquality. Many urged that
a standard evaluation procedure be developed.
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Many respondents wrote that they were interested in
improving their evaluations but were restricted to only the
most rudimentary techniques by a lack of resources. Some
assumed that if there was no request for detailed and exten-
sive evaluations, staff time and effort spent in making them
would be wasted. Some questioned whether extensive evalua-
tions would be used. A final observation reflected the views
of many: "In training, the concern is to .e able to show
that something has been done, not that something effective
has been done.*

27



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS A'D RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Our questionnaire results show that the evaluation re-
quirements of GETA, Executive Order 11348, and the recormmenda-
tions of :he Subcommittee report of 1967 are not being met
adequately.

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

The very slight use made of CSC's TCM is surprising since
TCM is discussed in CSC's fiscal year 1972 annual report and
"Employee Training in Federal Service FY 1972." 1Its use is
also suggested in the FPM, and CSC has publicized TCM and
conducts training in its use.

Although almost all respondents reported that they had
written training course plans, the plans often lacked the
specific features necessary for future course evaluation.
Strengths in the plans were in areas of course delivery--
cbjectives, curriculum, materials, and lesson plans. Weak-
nesses were in areas of greatest consequence to course evalua-
tion and modification--trainee qualifications; measurement
of learning during and upon completion of the course; and
validation, evaluation, and updating procedures.

Some performance measures were taken during the course,
some upon its ccapletion, and some after the trainee's re-
turn to the job but *he extent, the detail, the timing, and
the scope of the measures used varied widely. In many cases
the use of these measures was so limited that effective
evaluation would have been impossible. While training
authorities say it may be possible to assess the effectiveness
of a course by using a trainee critique or asking the trainees
if they liked the course (and only slightly over half the
respondents did this), they also say that evaluation of
this type is generally inadegquate to determine how the course
needs to be modified.
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Assessing the on-the-job performance of the trainee is
probably the most crucial step in evaiuation because it
demonstrates course adeguacy and relevancy. To make sat-
isfactory measurement of the on-the-job-performance change
possible, course cobjectives must be clearly planned and
spacified. Unless and until on-the-job effectiveness is
measured against course objectives and courses are then modi-
fied accordingly, the benefits of particular courses and, in
turn, effective management of training may be questionew.

Statistical and experimental evaluations are not widely
conducted; those that are done are elementary. However, over
60 percent of the respondents said that they were satisfied
with the level of evaluations being performed. TVM I could
be helpful if TCM were used mcre or if data on the course
costs upon which TVM I depends were collected more thoroughly.

Pew, if any, Govermment agencies have sufficient
resources to fund 211 needed training. Therefore, justifying
the value of courses by citing on-the-job improvements is
crucial to efficient and effective Government manpower
management. !

RECOMMENDATIONS {

The Chairman CSC, should:

--Work with Federal departments and agencies on the
findings and problems identified in this report.

--Follow up to determine steps taken by the departments :
ani agencies for improvement. i

--Reemphasize that it is the departments' and agencies'
primary responsibility to control and evaluate tralaning
for their employees.

--Monitor the evaluation of ¢raining in the departments
and agencies and promote successful methods of evalua-
tion.

Specific actions of CSC should include:

--Defining and achieving a consensus among the Fxecutive
departments and agencies on elements that make up the
total cost of training and then insuring that dcta on
these elements is uniformly determined and collected.
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--Determining why TCM has been little used, amencing and
refining it accordingly, and then increasing efforts to
publicize TCM to training officials at all lev.is.

--Helping the departments and agencies develcp written
course plans which include instructions for course
delivery, measuring results, and modifying aad up-
dating the course.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

This report should help t"e Congress assess how well
CSC and the departments and agenc’es are fulfilling the
evaluation requirements of GETA, Executive Order 11348, and
the recommendations of the Subcommittee report of 1967.

30



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

- )
i TRAreRG AL atil=® (.7 2280080 AY
— " — . ™ -— — - L -

wita -
L P el L FT R LI S T . P Ce s e care e e met sllernes s esberems.
e L v agaT » A ATEREE.

M gthes pornsls buse mam e wige
Camstpaendonce, Cm' Sorwen Comminms o8 m= s =m0 oof 8™ (2408 W8 800 Al f s by,

AR _algw” ‘vd _Tea™ @
et B REAREA AN SRS =S Oy
TR B an MR CL AT CATiOw A b ==
LT | aeacs
C I L war ATt e coen
H

————— .
THE SuUmSER OF COGAMA & BACH OF Tel Fla . JWmECs SR EL 730 wm v 70w AL AEVFORBELE DUSes MACAL YEAR

L

Y AL
g % v REmA COURLYS = :— 2® TECwCal COV MR
AR TR vl Bansd.WIwT 8 = -

D"ﬁ&'“m‘,_“" " [ Ws 2e srens cousMnICEwEA. ATE

| ——

SOICHIPY Cw 20 " W0 LTLECTES BIE S.0LT Seenill BELPOwIR

B0 0w Tave AF L L At SLESLE OF EEADLLETE MU FIRCAL YEAN

e
CATEGONT OF OD% SIE | et Owe

D..p‘-_ M DNCAL, BT D L E e b SLLATED :-I'tn-lcls
D—mm T L e e h 'l'u"ﬂ-l-tﬂ.. e

PTEES OF TR S MeL

" oo — 0. OF TACREICAL COuNES
- 0 ATl TRATVY Y WemalgE{n" § .
= weiEnEcs . %80 — V. 80 STeES IALENEA. FVE) BN
rURPOM
L ERAT IS Tig PAROS Bf THE CONRMEY T Oun o smw
Duu! O | A TeBnAL GOALE D-n-ul reonO ey Dn-m
Gm—-mm [ [Jewmranes

I essmar s oy e o (5 5rean v

wore

L FOR SHAT LODWFATENAL GROV |} T COUNHE FYER" CDheul O v mee

Dm_t-nm — aas i s Caat iwy e
pocTom, (TE e A LestnateEy TACm. ETEH

Dm--—ﬂ“"- [0 amcas e ornce mmem

D—a.“mm“--- ms Lsmonrey

ABE EPLOVILS AT & VIO L SCEUPATCaAL Lol Pl ST "D Tae i Teed COuEREY

I

i1

BEST
DOCUMENT
_AVAILABLE




APPENCIX I AP, _..oi.

& OO by saag ™= FELLGWEE TrRY) OF SASFOWS £1 VL L
Don D. ey ByTeLe O man QD WY Tl ATarS
OO = ™smmastoimsaiupe i qie = em——w

e A0 COue Ted SABE 59 TRl COUNSE CRETEY

o~ O-

& 0F YRR A8 Tuf FOLLONEG COFTS DETE WREED F3N TeE COURIET

re [ BSSHOSNNS AT ovme [Jre e ame

[CJres [Jw vwvwom see scia-us see cmy D= e wercnom
e O *SoammseanaTenta s |5 . ™ ndlbaicnanouciil
..--.m-:.-:-i:uu:‘-mv“.m-nmno LR EL L] g._“ Q-

swemmrmr [ oot enow aseur sson [Jeerresssremanve [] roe commucaren vo use
[Jeor mrsusamranvaor courn Dumm—-.—-ﬂ

FLAMSENG, RENTY L REVTLOW
l-'.-‘:'i-_.".ld 1 R 4 aW PRI IS D'“ D- [eprapp—
W L O O T FOuLOWeS FATWSE E " Tl VRaweg Py ae
LAY
oagam)a nonaL stroe [ roems omencrrven [ e cnmmcmn oo comvams

LA O i - S e AU
Capoissanncsnnme (s onc g R e

1L YOS SRS MASCT TESTS GIVER Quewy D'“ D- -
D-:p:-::::p ACmgvrRi=T TTT mm--w- FEweom— o TEFTY
E-m-ﬂltn PR Dauu [ S

T AMAPIAIOERANCE WEANNSE OF TRIT GivER AT Tag CONPLETION OF ThE TOMaInE COuAMY

O [J= ree=n

W VAR SRAT TYRRY oar il
b l | Pareasimcn dcmt samin? TEFY | i 08 08 VAN PYRTOENARCE TEATY
Dm P, Dcuu__n

e e 08 Y mCh O Tet GRASMATE AMMABED 4F YEN S TUAE TD "I SO

th Du L Ts

O YEA AT S AR ALE AR YA T Chend e e —

D-.‘-“ Dm-un- Du-—rl"urlt-h-l

[

32



APPENDIX I APPEMDIX I

VD@ L0 A ICE CRADUATION SR THEM SEARSTL TALLEY [ Dhevih sees fas s | popeessey 0o e o
s i prr—taas
—

Gu'u Tmim TRETC T U-- PO LU AN GBETEE

[CJrmomse vo ess vman 11 monvee [Clerren imamrma

e Oe BETARTD M TRl SO0 P NFOERASC § BT A BT [ Chees Cums.

WEran TRt O MEERITTS R e

W 1 TRl GAADUATE L /OB FERFOENASCE BEANSE AELATLD

TO WPECINC FanTi OF urg 200 C]'l'll D-
015 THE TRASEC COUNE POREALLY BOOIFILD 08 UPDATUDY D D
e go =2 vas - ¥

Danu_-wr— Dnu-uu--u-—a-.o-—----_

[[Js cvsmen = sossw crsmamonaion commness [ Jacusmssmonsa ar -—ch
[J wemav o0 wovcvic snomome [a wemnr or coume rea+ svma Dlmﬂﬂ_—
s mnaror senervuor vasmms [ Jorues = o toe

EVALUATION TECHHIQUES

EL AR ATATIENCHL OR EXPISETNTAL BETWOSE UMD TO EVALVATE
TEL EFFECTT.ENESE OF T TRAWSS COUNSEY D'- D- e o mba

Illlrﬂ.-iﬂ-"lm-llml-llﬂh ¢ et il S ——)

Tt e e S S IV TS ST RSAT RN
3 e SmracE On t uah ) ML 7 oM LA D WAV W01 4 BECERT M. B S8 mave S

205 48 LOSS AR Tod SRADYATES e
G_':-l_ﬂ.ﬂe- lm u-:l'li-n:'-tm"'lh-t "m m:i. 1Y
e N e R R D

[ SR SR PAS IS RS § S0 e sevemm rasmg e
DI.:.::' ml _wlﬂ."m w“'--““'—

TRusied AsD ALiim arTEE

D:ﬁutn——m

Ta ARE TWE BUSEFS ) THAY BELY FEEN Twi COURME ANA Y IED®

= [O= rmee=

AT VEL N ERAT BT AR (Cheeh «f Ser iy

D-l-vn-wn D---htmlm U---Dlt-—.nnm—tm

Gﬂ‘- Tufl BOLLAS VALUE OF THE BENFSITE D--. ™ COIY BERENTT BATS

B AR vOu GrEATVANED WTE Ted . TvEL OF EvaLUATIOnS BEwd S AF Omng

Cre D- LT S .

BE . FL A
R

33



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
.|.-'n.n|—---.-r_--- Dm-n-m—u—-—vn--
- et "-;m""m“ D;mn—--e_-vm_

D-'-l“;__"-'“--_ Dmm

B IF TR D] A TYOE W STVELETWG 4 FTETER VO Gvial sa Tt A

- T SR Te ObyERE SECETYE YOUR ST 17 FTSTIVE CVeLu A TG

D-'_ Dm-t—

Dwn—n_ Dm-—-—

D'- D- smpem

‘.D-:::-m- :-::n: D‘-':r'_'_-":.l.‘“-t-t_v
--——l—-n-_m-n- TRAMES CMEEET S 0 SR

CoNRaiye ™ Gt R STl [T eanomt s

[Joren ove e

34



e

APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

SAMPLE SELECTION BY DEPARTMENT

Executive department training officers gave us lists
of their agency training officers, who in turn gave us lists
of their training and development officers. We sent question-
naires to 881 of these officers, randouly selected, by depart-
ment, from the total of 1,606, which was a number sufficient
to yield returns with an error rate of 10 percent or less at
a 95-percent confidence level.

SELECTION OF OVERALL SAMFLE

To obtain valid statistics for all departments combined,
the responses were randomly thinned so that each department
was represented in the overall sample in the same proportion
as its total number of training personnel to ali training
personnel in the executiv> departments. (Por example, if
Department A had 160 training personnel, representing 10 per-
cent of the total of 1,606, “hen 10 percent of the overall
sanple was randonly selected from all questionnaires returned
fram Department A.) We included 290 questionnaires in the
overall sample analysis.

RETURN RATE

Of the 88l questionnaires sent, 205 were returned by
personnel who were not legitimate members of the sample
population because they were not responsible for conducting
training or dia not conduct the type of course about which we
asked them to reply. To be conservative, we took the worst-
case position and assumed that the remaining 676 questionnaires
were receiveC by training officers who conducted training
ccarses of interest to the survey and were therefore legitimate
meabers of the sample population. FPive hundred and seventy-
one, or 84 percent, of these assumed-to-be-legitimate sample
population members returned the questionnaire. The response
rate would have been much higher, of course, if we had not
assumed that all the nonrespondents were legitimate popula-
tion members. No followup studies were conducted on the 16
percent of the pcpulation presumed to be nonrespondents since
the risk of substantially biasing the survey results by fail-
ing to include such a small proportion of the population is
low.
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APPENDIX IIX APPENDIX III

The results of the various system analyses were psrcent-
ages, or proportions, of replies to a specific question,
Fhen two proportions differed, a statistical test was some-
times necessary to determine whether the difference was
statistically significant. Looking merely at the propor-
tion difference is not statistically complete. Among other
factors, the size of the sample is relevant to determining
significance. To obtain a statistical measure, we chose the
% test, which tests hypotheses concerning several pmoportionl.l

p= :I‘_l.l.p’= . Ty 1
S IR ™ "

P1 = the prapartion of o population enswering o particuler question(sh
Py = the prepertion of o populeti:c =rawering the same particulor question(s).

1y rwin Miller and J. E. Freund, “"Probability and Statistics

for Engineers” (Prentice Hall Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey, 1965), pp. 193-195.
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