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FOREWORD

No one questions the need for quality training programs. However, it
is very appropriate that we attempt to get the most value out of our
training "dollar.”" As a matter of fact, this phase of our training
effort is long overdue.

Here 1is a report of an attsmpt to develop a method of treining eval-
uation that is closely identified with operational requiremsnts and
active supervisory responsibilit It was designed by our Personnel
Research Staff. It can be implemented at any organizational level.

This rsport contains information that raises pointed quastions. Care-
ful study of questions like these can show us how to overccme short-
comings im our training effort, and how cur total training program can
make its most effective comtributiom.

In addition to Problem Analysis and Decision-Making training, we are
already applying this method to the SED and SIMM programs. All of
you vho have a share in training efforts will, I am sure, see other
ways in which this method can be put to work to point up more ques-
tions emd develop more information that can be of value to you.

(Oord, B-or
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SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHTS

The purpose of this research was to develop a method which could serse
as a prototype for evaluating managerial traini- g, 1In uddition to exemplify-
ing the general rules underlying all training evaluation, the procedure was
designed to test the effectiveness of the training effort against specific
requirements of a sound training program. These requirements include aware-
ness by participants and their supervisors of the specific objectives of the
rroposed training, encouraging continuing attention to employee development
needs, the integration of training with operations, and adequaté follow-up
by supervisors as well as by training staffs. '

Two sets of two questionnaires each were constructed. One set was for

participants; the other for supervisors. ZKach set included a questionnaire
to be administered before training, and another for use immsdiately after
training. The questionnaires were administered in connection with the
Kepner-Tregoe course in Management Problem Analysis and Decision Making.
Of a total of 54 participants in five separate sessions of the course, 53
returned completed questionnaires. Returns from supervisors were approxi-
mately 75%. Responses of both groups were content-analysed and classified
sccording to level or quality of comtent.

RESPONSES TO PRE-TRAINING QUESTIONS

Most participants and supervisors had more or less clearly expressed
fdeas as to the objectives of the course, but only 19% of the super-
visors and 26% of the participants identified these objectives vith
the vork of the participant or his value as an employes.

132 of the participants and 26X of the supervisors gave responses
that reflected no awareness of career plans or career development.

262 of participants and 43% of suparvisors were able to mention
specific problems which tYey hoped would be handled more effectively
by the participant after training. 341 and 24%, respectively, were
unable to point to any specific problem or problem area to which they
thought the trainiag might be applicable.

In approximately 30% of the cases no discussion took place between
participant and supervisor prior to traiaing.

About 0% of both groups cited specific fncidents of job performance
that pointed up the need for this kiud of training. 3% of partici-
pants and 47% of supervisors failed to present any specific evidence
of training neads.

73% of supervicors and 62% of participants considered the advance
information conceraning the course adequate. 27% and 38%, t«pocuvcly.
felt that it was insufficient or non-existent.
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Approximately 25% of the responses explicitly mentioned the parti-
cipant as taking part in the decision that he attend the course.
11% of the participants were unable to say who had taken part in
the decision.

RESPONSES TO POST-TRAINING QUESTIONS

21% of the supervisors and 58% of the participants reported changes
in their ideas concerning the objectives of the course.

The percentage of participants wvho were able to suggest specific

applications in their regular jobs increased from 26% before train-
ing to 467 after training. The percentage who were unable to visu-
alize any useful applications of the course dropped from 34% to 14%.

Of 42 participants for whom complete data were available, 50% were
able both to specify applications of the training and to cite situa-
tions which they would have handled differently if they had already
taken the course. 7% were unable to indicate either applications or
situations that ihey would have handled differently.

Most participants and supervieors indicated some plans for mutual
discussion and follow-up regarding the results of the training.

QUESTIONS

Is there sufficient commnication between training staff and line
supervisors concerning the comtent end objectives of available
courses?

Is the supervisor weually provided with enough information to enable
hia to wake the beust choices amsag courses and among potential
trainees?

If e supervisor is unadble to document specific training needs, or
to specify ways in vhick he expects employees to apply the proposed
training, on what basis doss he select trainees?

Is too heavy reliance placed wpon the "quota" method of assignment?

Can msthods of selecting participants be improved?

Is the mere hope that an employee will be "helped" by a course, about
which the supervisor knows little more then its title, ensugh justi-
fication for the cost of the training?

Do supervisors sufficiently discuss the proposed training with their
employees?

e = . B T T — e



Is the avareness of the various responsibilities for management
development, hald and/ur shared in each organization, as clear as

it might be?

Would the use of this kind of evaluation procedure on a systematic
and continuing basis result in a "tightening up" of the training
effort all along the line? Would such an outcome be desirable?
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A PATH TO MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND TO
THE MEASUREMENT OF ITS GROWTH!

I. Introduction

There 1is no denying the fact that training, particularly management
training, is most difficult to appraise. Tangible effects directly attri-
butable to such training are quite eiusive, and they may occur at a time
relatively remote from the course of instruction.

But lack of reasonably objective evidence makes those of us who
sponsor and support management training vulnerable to our critics, who
like to see evidence in physical or fiscal terms. Also, among those
responsible for training, the deficiency of soiid data makes some unduly
susceptible to enthusiasm, while others hesitate to launch or subscribe
to potentially good programs for fear that they might be unable to justify
their judgment adequately.

The measure of effective training is change--change in performance
that contributes to more effective mission accomplishment for the organi-
sation sponsoring the training. Pirst and foremost, of course, we record
changes in the man. But this is not enough, if we are to appraise the
success of the training effort in terms of the total outcome. In our
intense concentration upon "emplovee development" we often lose sight of
the fact that employee development is an sbstraction unless it is care-
fully and systematically integrated with the overall requirements of
"management development." HNence, the effects that we look for should be
reflected not only in changes in the man, but alsv im hic supervisor, in
higher managemsnt, and in the total work situation. The training of
sanagers is but one phase of management development.

Are the supervisor end the management ready for the "changed man?"
This question {s not often asked prior to assigning an individual to
training. It may seem like a silly question, because it is "self-evident"
that an employee would nit be sent to & course unless it wvas expected that
he would learn something of benefit to the organization. However, sowe
interesting research has disclosed that a man may not bs able to use the
knowledgs gained because it iavolves changes in the man or in the situa-
tion that his associates are not used to, and deliberately or unwittingly
are unable to accept. In soms cases it has even been shown that the man
is more successful in applying what he har learned if, after training, he
gees to & different shop or office than the ore he started out from. In

Lrhis report describes the first phase of a research project under-
taken at the request of the Bmployee Development Division of the Office
of Personnel.

sy o mhnn e—————— . ——
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the new place, the established conceptions as to how Joe is suppose to
act and how he is to function are not present to hobble him.

It holds from this point of view that benefits from training are a
functien not only of the nuture and degree of participation aud experi-
ence of the employee-traiuce, but also of the role played by supervisors
and managers, as well as the interaction among all parties involved in
planning for training and for its application.

This was the crientation with which we approached the problem of
developing a prototype system for more effectively managing and evalue‘:
managerial training. And from this orjentation derived the stateoments ..
specific objectives of this research sffort (an action research program -
part), end of the outcomes of training expected to serve as a basis for
judging the degree of its success.
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II. What We Looked For

General Requirements

Five general rules guided the present effort. These rules are best
exemplified by questions which serve to define the requirements that the
evaluation must satisfy.

1. What specific things is the trainee expected to do, or to do
differently as a result of this training experience? The effectiveness
of any training program can only be assessed in terms of the specific
objectives of that program. Furthermore, statewents of objectives must
alwvays point toward observable tehaviors or behavior changes, if evalua-
tion is to be possible.

2. How did the individual act bafore he was trained? How did he
act after trairing? Since the effactg of training appear as changes in
behavior, it is necessary to have a "bench mark" to know rhere we started
from, '

3. Arz the long-term effects the same as the more immediate changes
in behavior? Often the two picturves willi lead to quite differemt con-
clusions.

4. what, precisely, do we wish to evaluate--the content of the pro-
gram, the method of teaching it, the ability of the ir..ructors, or what?
For presunt purposes it seemed most desirable to appraise the combined
impazt of all such factors, rather than try to identify the specific
effects of each separately.

5. What use is to be made of the evaiuation process? A procedure
like the one to be described has many possidble applications. It can
provide an obj:ctive appraisal of the effectiveness of a particular course.
Used systematically and on a continuing basis, it can be a means of tracing
changes in the effectiveness of the training program over a period of time.
By pinpointing specific weaknesses either in a training program or in its
administration, it can lead eventually to better results from the training
effort. The understanding that & *>llow-up is expected to be a ragular
part of the training process should stimulate participants and their super-
visors to think mcre carefully sbout any program that is under considera-
tion, and more consistently about trpining needs and employue development
as a continuing responsibility. More discriminating selections both of
courses and participants would represent a substantial gain in itself.

Specific Requirements

What are the desirable features of a sound training program, the
things to look for in planning an evaluation? The following list of
specifics is not necessarily exhaustive; however, it covers the main
points which determined our approach tq the task:
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1. Both participants and supervisors should display some advance
knowledge of the specific objectives of the training. This should be
combined vith evidencs of

2. Knowledge of the employee's individual training needs, and

3. Perception of the role of this particular training in relation
to his carser dewelopmant. At the same time,

4. Training should be integreted with operations--supervisors and
participants alike should be adle to indicate definite ways in which the
employee is expected ta use the training in his work. This implies

S. Commmication betweer supervisor and employee, indicating that
both are involved in planning the tra.aing effort. It also calls for

6. Adequate feedback to the supervisor, a» well as to agency and
departmentsl training statffs.



IIX. WnAT WE DID

An essentiv] requirement of the prototype was that it must be appli-
cable to many “:fferent training programs. This requirement obviously
eliminates the possibility of laying down any single set of performance
criteria againet vhich all programs can be appraised. Actually, this is
not a serious handicap in view of what we vere looking for. The charac-
teristics of a good program, as just outlined are common to all training,
as fre the requirements of feedback to supervisors and management. At
the same time we may assume that both employee and supervisor can recog-
nize effective and ineffective job performance, that they can translate
the latter into expressions of training need and, finally, that they can
recognize changes in performance when or if they occur.

To try out the technique, a five-day cgurae in "Management Problem
Analysis and Decision-Making" was selected.“ This course is offered on a
contract basis to government agencies and industrial Zirms by Kepner, Tregoe
and Associates, Inc., of Princeton, New Jersey. During 1962 a number of
sessions wvere held for USDA employees in GS grades 12 to 15. Conducted as
a vorkshop and seminar, the course teaches specific concepts and methods
vhich appear to de directly applicable in the trainee's daily work.

Two sets of two questionnaires each were constructed (Appendix A). One
set was for trainees; the other for their supervisors. Each set included
one questionnaire to be administered prior to training; and another, imme-
diately after training. A third pair of questionnaires will be used six
months or more following completion of the training. This final follow-up
vill be descridbed in a later report.

"Before"” and "After" questionnaires were given to all participants in
five separate sessions of the Kepner-Tregos course held between October 15
and December 14, 1962. The total group consisted of 54 individuals, of
vhom 53 returned the information requested. Exhibits 1 and 2 show the dis-
tributions of these participants by USDA asgencies and by grade levels,
respectively.

Pre-training questionnaires ware mailed to the supervisors of all par-
ticipants. Post-training questionnaires were sent to supervisors of the 44
participants in the last four sessions of the course--the first session vas
not represented because this questionnaire was not developed in tims. A
return of approximately 75% was obtained in doth cases.

The responses to each quastion were sorted into categories according
to the level of quality of the content. No more than three categories were

23¢e Kepner, Charles H. and Tregoe, Benjamin B., Developing decision
makers, Harvard Business Re\iew, 1960, 38, 115-124, for a brief account of
the course. :
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used in any case. EKach category was scored 2, 1, or 0; the higher number
alvays indicating the "better" or preferred answer, as will be illustrates
shortly. When the question was of the "yes-no" type, only two were needed.

Exhibit 1

Distribution of Participants by USDA Agencies

Number of
Agency Participants

Forest Service 36

Agricultural Marketing Service S
Agricultural Stabilization and

Conservation Service L]

Agricultural Resesrch Service 4

Farmer Cooperative Service 1

Natiaonal Agricultural Library 1

Soil Conservation Service 1

Total 53

The categeries used in classifying the ansvers to each question were
determined primarily by centent snalysis. It was relatively easy in this
vay to group & given set of answers under two or three broad themes which
vere relevant te the objectives of the study. The classification schemes
thus develeped were tested for objectivity by checking the agreement
between serters who werked independently: When members of the Personnel
Research Staff sorted random samples of answers in this vay, agreement
ranged between §0% and 100X from ome question t. wuother.

Exhidbit 2
Distridbutien of Participents by Grade level

mr of

G8 Level Participants
13 1
b7 3 27
13 16
i3 9

Total 53




IV. What We Pound

Pre-Trsining

The pre-training questionnaires for both participants and super-
visors contain seven main items, plus an eighth vhich invites "other
comments." Since the two sets of questions are generally parallel,
content analyses yield the same categories for both sets. These
categories will now be presented for each question in turn, together
with a summary of their fraquency of occurrence among participants
and supervisors.



Question Pre-l: WHAT DO 7OU THINK ARE THE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVRS OF THE
COURSE?

level 2 - Responses containing explicit reference to the participant in
terms of epplying the training in his preseat or future work, or improvin
his value to the organisation.

"To increass my ability and efficiency as an administrator by trainmi
fn methods cf problem solving and decision-making."

"To give this participant knowledge which, if applied, will enable .
to make a greater percentage of right decisions, thus improving hi.
performance and increasing his value to his employers.”

Level 1 - Gemeral statemsnt without explicit reference to participant'c
present work of future value to the organization.

"Help mmagers do a better jodb of solving prodlems and making decis:.
"To imp¥ove the skill of analysing problems and making decisions.”

Level 0 - General statement without explicit uforcm to either proble
analysis or decision-making.

"The course will present & systematic method of reasoning.”

"To assist participants in understanding the elements they use in me«
ing everyday work situations."



Exhibit 3

Percenrsge Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Supervisors to Question Pre-1

100

PERCENT

LEVEL

77 -
PARTICIPANTS  SUPERVISORS

Exhibit 3 shows the percentages of participants and of supervisors
vhose answers to Question Pre-1 fell in each of the three categories.

The two groups were much alike in their understanding of the objec-
tives of this particular course. The number who had no idea of the
objectives was negligible. Most had a more or less clearly expressed
idea in their answers (lavel 1), but only 19% of the supervisors and
26% of the participants explicitly identified these objectives with the
participant's actual work or his value as an employes. Others, no
doubt, took this identification for granted; neverthcless it would have
been suggestive of more careful thought and planning if they had ex-
pressed the idea in so many words.
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Quession Pre-2: HOW DOES THIS SEEM TO FIT INTO YOUR OWN CAREER PLANS?
(Participants)

HOW DOES THIS FIT INTO YOUR AGENCY TRAINING AND DEVELC
MENT PROGRAM POR THIS PARTICIPANT? (Supervisors)

lavel 2 - Response contains soms allusion to long-range plans, e.g.,
continuing in present career, changing career field, or advancing
within career. (Participants)

Response contains explicit allusiom tc potential of partici: s
efther in his present position or in future assignments. (Supervisor.)

“In my position the training should help toward better redeeming
uy responsibilities as a manager, thereby enhancing opportunity
for continuing up the career ladder."

"“This pa~tiripant apparently has a high potential as a research
_administratoc. His ability will bs needed in expanding USDA
program. This training was assigned to increase his ability to
handle his present and future assignmsnts."

javal 1 - Response refers only to immediate demands of present job.
(Participants) :

Response. indicates that course is considered part of agency's
regular training ptogram, but contains no specific raference to parti-
eipant's potentiil or his career plans. (Sypervisors)

"] am a branch chief with nation-wide programs calling for frequent
decisions. 1 expect this course to be useful to me in running
these programs.”

"Our Division has a formaliszed training program which calls for
this employee to take courses which will provide across the board
sanagement traianing. This particular course will £1i1ll a part of
the requirements ol this prograa." N

%01 Q - Mo specific tie-in either with present work or with future
plans. (Participants) , :

Gensral statement as to effectivenass of and need for such
" training, but no specific description of its role in participant's
career development. (Supervisors)

"Pits 1in well.".

"A supervisor's deputy should analyze problems and make decisions.
Atility to do so is essential to the job."
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Exhibit 4

Percentage Distrioutions of Responses by Participants
and S :pervisors to Question Pre-2

100
- B 7
Z S5
5 L 6
w 2
Q.
- 13 19 _
A |

0 ]
, LEVEL
/4 PARTICIPANTS

B SUPERVISORS

The percentage distributions of answers to Question Pre-2 are
shown in Exhibit 4.

It is interesting that 45% of the participants, but only 19% of
the supervisors responded at level 2. This might suggest that, as a
group, employees have a clearer picture of their career plans and ot
the role of this training in relation to these career plans than do
their supervisors. 8upervisors as a group seem to have had a tendency
to think of the course more in terms of formally prescribed training
programs than in terms of individual career plans (55% of answers
scored at Level 1). The apparent difference, however, may be an arti-
fact, since the supervisors' question is not explicitly career-oriented.
In auy event, it may be disconcerting to note that 13% of the partici-
pants and 26% of the supervisors gave answers that reflected no aweve-
ness of career plans or carear development. These differences between
supervisors and participants are highly significant ltcstltically.

. That is, they are too large to be attributed to chance.

A two-tailed sign test was significant at the ,04% level of
confidence.
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Question Pre-3: ON THE BASIS OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO YOU NOW, IN

WHAT PARTICULAR WAYS DO YOU EXPECT/EXPECT THIS EMPLOYEE
TO APPLY THIS TRAINING IN YOUR/HIS FUTURE WORK? GIVE
EXAMPLES,

lLevel 2 - Response mentions specific task(s) or problem(s).

"1 expect the employee to use the material to determine what is the
cheapest and most effective technique to use in controlling a speci
fic fire."

"Help decide between (a) establishment of a study to limit of pree:r
capabilities or work to get cupport of more adequate study; (b) set
up program of research in our own organizstion or contract with
another agency."

Level 1 - Reference to general task or problem area, but without specifi
examples.

"In developing regulations and instructions for new programs for
which I have been given responsibility; in analyzing questions and
problems presented by field offices with respect to these new pro-
grams and also programs which are my primary responsibility.”

"This employee is in effect our Public Relations expert. We look
to him for guidance as to how our agency can best carry out its
program with public acceptance and support. This involves careful
enalysis of many factors, often not immediately apparent as impor-
tant--how this group or that group will react and why; or can
managemant attain the same objectives but in a way that is more
acceptable to the affected public?"

lavel 0 - General statements without reference to any actual task or

pr

—————— . A oot e S ——————

"Making decisions is part of the daily job. Training in good
decision-making wvill be used everyday."

"This employee will be faced with problems national in scope and

extending across all commodity lines on a day to day basis. 1If
it doesn't help him it is no good or mislabeled."
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Exhibit 5

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Particlpants
and Supervisors to Cuestion Pre-3}

100

34

PERCENT
T

r{|

0 1
LEVEL

27 FARTIZIPANTS
B SUPERVISORS

Although Exhibit 5 shows some apparent differences between super-
visors and participants in their responses to Ouestion Pre-3, these
differences are not statistically significant. The most that we can
say here, therefore, is that while fairly sizable numbers of both par-
ticipants (261) and supervisors (43%) were able to mention specific
problems which they hoped wc :1d be handled more effectively afte. com-
pletion of the course (lLevel 2), considersble numbers--34% and 24%--
were unable to point to any specific problem or any problem area to
wkich they thought the training might be applicable. Apparently, they
hoped that the participant might bensfit from the course in some way.
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Question Pre-4: HAVE YOU DISCUSSED POINTS 1, 2, AND 3 WITH YOUR
SUPERVISOR/THIS EMPLOYEE? IF YES, DO YOU FEEL THAT
UE SHARES THZ SAME EXPECTATIONS AS YOU DO? IF NOT,
HOW DO YOUR EXPECIATIONS DIFFER AS YOU SEE IT?

Level 2 - "Yes" to both questions.

Level 1 - "No" to first question; 'Yes" to second.

Level 0 - "No" to first question, no answer or "don't know" to second.

Exhibit 6

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Supervisors to Question Pre-4

100

PERCENT

LEVEL
PARTICIPANTS

Bl SUPERVISORS

As might be expected, Exhibit 6 shows close agreecment between par-
ticipants and supervisors. Practically no one on either side of the
fence reported feeling that his expectations were not shared. Terhaps,
the most notevorthy finding brought out by this question is that in
approximately half the cases, before the training, no discussion took
place between supervisor and participant (only 47% of participants and
55% of supervisors gave level 2 responses).
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Question Pre-5: LOOKING BACK OVER YOUR/MIS WORK DURING THE PAST SIX
MONTHS OR SO, HAS ANYTHING HAPPENED TO BRING HOME TO
YOU THE NEED FOR THIS KIND OF TRAINING? GIVE ACTUAL
EXAMPLES.

level 2 - Response contains example(s) with some specification of problem(s).

"Difficulty in hiring key men in one discipline forced us into con-
tract with a university. HKad I been willing and able to read hand-
wri:ing on wall sooner, we could have made a better 'marriage' and
goiten work underway sooner."

"He sent a subordinate on a mission, the results of which were not
thought through, and the mission had to be called off. This could
have bteen avoided by thorough consideration of the consequences."

Level 1 - Task nr problem area indicated, but specific example(s) not given.

"For altost a year I have Deen evaluating the magnitude, cost and
direction being taken in service-wide programs. To prescribe policy
and procedure is the next step, then evaluate progress."

"“"The problems of fuderal land use and administration with which this
office deals, are becoming increasingly complicated. Values are con-
tinually enhanced, competition for lands more intense. This brings
to the forefront the need for increasing technical competency and
accurate thinking on specific praoblems.”

level 0 - Genersl enswer--no specific task or prodlea area indicated.

"Nothing specific. In general, ths need to keep ahead of & rapidly
increasing activity with many jrowing prodblems."

"Neve' 't been associated long enough to know his need for this kind
of traiatng--other than I know it will prove helpful.”
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Exhibit 7

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Supervisors to Ouestion Pre-5

100

PERCENT

, LEVEL
QL4 PARTICIPANTS
Bl surerviSORS

As with Questions 1, 3, and 4, supervisors and participants did
not differ significantly in tha distributions of their replies to
Question Pre-5. BRxhibit 7 shows that approximately 30% of both groups
cited specific incidents of job performance that pointed up a nsed for
training in problem analysis snd decision-making. Another 25% to 3%
werc aware of gevaral task areas im which this need appeared. Oace
again, however, u large proportion--34% of the participants and 477
cf the super/isors-~failed to present any specific evidence of train-
ing needs.
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COMPARISON QF QUESTIONS PRE-) AND PRE-S

Since Questions Pre-3 and Pre-5 are somevhat related, it is informa-
tive to compare the distributions of responses. The participants were
quite consistent, as Exhibit 8 shows. The supervisors, on the other hand,
showed a higher proportion of Level 2 answers on Questiocn Pre-3, and a

higher proportion of zero MMZI on Quastion Pre-5. These differencs ,
were significant statistically.® This would seem to indicate that supare

visors generally are more ready to point to job areas where they hope thdt
the treiging will be spplied then to document specific needs for the

training.

Exhibit 8

Petrcentage Distribution of Responses
on Ovestions Pre-3 end S

Pre- . Part !ctggu upervisors

<Question 0 1
J % 4 26 4 »N &
3 » MU 20 47 23 28

‘A two-tatled stgn test was significant et ths IX level cf uonfidence.
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Question Pre-6: IS THERE ANY OTHER ADVANCE INFORMATION THAT YOU THINK
SHOULD HAVE BEEN PROVIDED ABOUT THE COURSE?

Level 1 - Any answer that indicates no wish for additional informationm.

leve)l 0 - Any ansver that indicates need for further information.

Seventy-three percent of supervisors and 62% of participants con-
sidered the advance information sdequate; 277 and 38%, respectively,
felt that it was insufficient. In this connection it might be pointed
out that there is more advance information available concerning the
Kepner-Tregoe course than there is for many training programs in which
government agencies participate. Evidently, then, tlere must be some
breakdcwns in communication along the line. This is best illustrated
by quoting a few answers to Question Pre-6.

Participants: "I would like to have had clear understanding that the
course will benefit staff people. Decision-making can
be construed as applying primarily or even exclusively
to line administrators."

"I really received no advance information that I can re-
call. Should have gotten summary of previous trainees'
impressions plus more on actual content of course,
Chapter I of course, sent to me in sdvance, gave jmpres-
sion course might be too 'businecs oriented' for my needs,
end 1 almost vithdrew."

"Course outlines explained by training officers periodi-
cally (to group) would help one selsct training oppor-
tunities ior better. To change mental gears
quickly na tin comss by .3 fraught with error,
disinterest or misunderstanding."

Supervisors: "I believe it would be helpful to give a more detailed
outline of what is included in the course.”

“Cannot say, since I have not seen any 'advance infor-
mation.' I knew of the course by hearsay."

"1 have never been provided anything in the way of

ad. ance information on what the course is other than a
'Problem-8olving and Decision-Making Course.' To make
a full response to this type of questionnaire, should
know more sbout the course.”

"Whst 1is meant by 'other' advance information? I dom't
know what was provided."
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"I would have appreciated information on the objectives of
the course, its content, how it was to be conducted, and
the qualifications of the instructors. Had I known all
this, I might not have recommended this employee take it."
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OQuestion Pre-7: WHO PARTICIPATED IN DECIDING THAT YOU/THIS EMPLOYEE
WERE/WAS TO ATTEND?

Level 2 - Answers that explicitly mention the employee as participati
In the decision.

Level 1 - Answers which indicate definite knowledge of participation
‘others than employee, but do not explicitly mention the employee.

level 0 - Any answer which indicates mere supposition, lack of knowl.

on this point, or no participation by others.

Exhibit 9

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Supervisors to Question Pre-7
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Exhibit 9 shows very close agreement between supervisors and par
cipants, Eleven percent of the participants were unable to say who h
taken part in the decision that they should receive training. All of
these individials, in answer to Pre-Question 4, said that they had no
discussed the course with their supervisors.

The fact that the participant himself was not explicitly mention
in answer to Question Pre-7 does not necessarily mean that he did not
take part in the decision concerning his taking the course. In fact,
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five individuals who said that they had participated in the decision were
not mentioned by their supervisors. Two more were menticned by their
supervisors but not by themselves.
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Question Pre-8: OTHER COMMENTY?

level 1 - If any comments are given.

Level 0 - If no comments are giwem.

Thirty-eight percent of the participants and 25% of the supervisors
offered further comments. No gingle theme stood out sharply in the re-
marks of either group. Participatits expressed the hope that thLe course
would prove proficeble; several eflarged upon berefits that they hoped to
gain from it. One or two superwisdrs expressed similar ideas; others com-
plained that the questionnaire Mad not reached them earlier.

The results obtained from the two pre-training questionnaires have
implications which thenselves are best stated as questions. Thus, we ma,
ask;

1. 1Is there suf.icient communication between training etaff and
line supervisors concerning the content and objectives of available
courses? Is the supervisor usually provided with enough information to
enable him to make the best choices among courses and awong potential
trainees?

2. If a supervisor is unable to document specific training needs or
to specify ways in which he expects his employees to apply the proposed
training, on what basis does he sslect trainees? 1Is too heavy reliance
placed upon the "quota" method of assignment? Can some better methods of
selecting participants be found? 1Is the mere hope that an employee will
be "helped" by a course, about which the supervisor knows little more than
its title, sufficient justificatiom for the cost of the training?

3. 1Is the employee himself generally allowed a voice in the selr:-
tion of training? Do supervisors sufficiently diecuss the proposed train-
ing with their employees!?
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Post-Training

The post-training questionnaire for supervisors contains three ques-
tions including "other comments." The participant's questionnaire con-
tains five, two of which have two parts each, making seven questions in
all. 1In the following presentation, results for both supervisors and
participants will be discussed cogether for three of the questions. The
remaining ones apply to participants alome.
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Question Post-1: IN WHAT WAYS, IF ANY, HAVE YOUR IDEAS CHANGED AS TO
THE OBJRCTIVES OF THE COURSE? (Supervisors and
Participants)

lavel 2 - Responses enumerating specific instance(s) of new or enlarged
1{deas of objectives.

"My ideas have enlarged rather than changed. 1In addition to the
four objectives I gave beafore, I should now add: (1) to learn
how to assign priorities to problems swaiting solution; (2) to
know how to establish controls in order that the decision may be
carried out in the proper manner; (3) to be able to develop alter-
natives as an adjunct to decision-muking."

‘'Yes. 1 originally thought of the course in terrs of decision-
making only. Now I consider that the objectives are: (1) to
consciously and systematically analyze each problem situatiom;
(2) to assess causes of problems and systematically arrive at
dacisions."

level 1 - Statement daals in generalities: Ideas have change!, but
respondent does not specify parcicular objectives concerning which his
thinking has undergone change.

"I 44d not have any specific ideas as to the objectives of the
course before attending it. I now understand the objectives and
consider them worthy and attainable, at least in part. The course
was more corcrete and applicable, with less pure theory than I
would have xpected.”

"I believe that the rules and principlea taught ian this course are
not as specific as I had expected; that is, the course may improve
abilities slong these lines, but will not replace ability."

lavel 0 - Responses indicating that ideas have not changed.
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Exhibit 10

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Supervisors to Question Post-1l
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The responses of the two groups are compaced in Exhibit 10. Of
the supervisors, 21% reported changes in tkeir ideas as to objectives
of the course (lLavels 1 and 2 combined), whereas 58% of the partici-
pants reported change. This is to be expected since the participants
were the ones vho had actually been exposed to the training. If a
supervisor had not discusced the course with his employez 3ince the

latter's return, he naturally would have had no opporiunity to change
his idea~.

A
Oa the other hard, soms individuals--both participants and super-
visors--who reported "no change,"” explained that they had had a reasson-
ably clear idea of the objectives to begin with. A fev supervisors had
gained their ideas from first-hand expsrience, having previocusly taken
the course themee’ves.
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Qucation Post-2s: GIVE EXAMPLES OF SITUATIONS IN YOUR OWN WORK IN WHICH
THE CONCEPTS AND METHODS TAUGHT IN THIS COURSE WOULD
ERE APPLICABLE. (Participants only)

Level 2 - Besponse wmmations specific task(s) or problem(s).

"Carrying out instructions of superiors when (1) superior gives no
instructions as to wethod of Jsperation; (2) more information is
needed in ovdsr to wmake plans."

"GCotting more out of meetings: How to ask good questions to obtain
{nformation needed.”

level 1 - Reference to general task or problem ares, but without specific
exauples.

"I believe the eoncepts and principles tsught in this course could
be used effectively in analyzing policy change proposals and subse-
quent divective iszsuances.”"

"1 feel it is an exceilent approach to identify problems relating
to the use of operating forws."

lavel 0 - No situatfons or brobh. mentioned.

"In gy voh ia research the concepts and methods are applicable in
prddlen emslysis phases and the day-to-day operational aspects."

"Ihe rimetiples involved are associated in just sbout every move I
mebe is the ares of policy making and decisions affecting Federal
Govezament end public imterest .”. our Service programs."

This question s ome of several that were introduced-following a
revision of the post-training questiomnaire; conse uently, it was not
asked of all participants. It i essentially a repetition of pre-
training ‘Question 3. Changss ({n the distribution of responses obtained
before and after training, thersfore, can tell us somsthing as to the
effectivensse of the course, since the ability to recognise possible
applications fe one criterion of learning in this case.
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COMPARISON OF QUESTIONS PRE-3 AND QUESTION POST-2a

Forty-one participants answered both questions. Exhibit 1] shows
the percentage distributions of their "before" and "after" responses.
The shift is impressive and highly significant statistically.> Thus,
following training, 46% of the group were able to suggest specific
applications in their regular jobs as compared with only 26% before
training, Similarly, the proportion of participants who were unable
to visualize any useful applications of the course was cut from 34%
to 14% following training.

Exhibit 11

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participanis
to Questions Pre-3 and Post 2a
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S5A two-tailed sign test was significant at the 0.2% level of
confidence.
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Question Post-2b: GIVE EXAMPLES OF SITUATIONS IN WHICH THEY WOULD NOT BE
APPLICABAE. (Participants gnly)

level | - Qe#ikmse Wentions dne or more situativng.

level O - Respoadent tan think of no such situggion, or indicates that
concepts antl methady would be applicable in all situations. .

In their vespoiges to thie question, 42 paytiictpants split almost
50-50. Fifty-twd percent were able to indicate eituations in which they
felt the methpds of pydblem analysis and decision-making taught in this
course would ngt he spplicable. The remaining 48% were unable to think
of any such sfeuation--largely because, as many respondents explained,
they felt that the methods would be applicable, st least to some degree,
in any situation. 1t is interesting to note in passing that, of 22 indi-
viduals who mentiomed specific situations or types of problem, 9 singled
out personuel womk @8 & field in which the Kepner-Tregoe approach would
not apply. : '

&



29

Question Post-3a: CAN YOU RECALL ANY SITUATION DURING THE PAST SIX MONTHS
‘ OR SO THAT YOU MIGHT HAVE HANDLED DIFFERENTLY IF YOU
HAD ALREADY TAKEN THE COURSE? (Participants oaly)

Level 2 - Responses which mention specific situation(s).

lavel 1 - Affirmative answer, but no situation mentioned. Note, however,
that situation(s) way be mentioned in reply to Question 3b, in which case
a score of 2 is assigned to 3a.

level 0 - Negative answer.

FPifty-two participants replied to this question, the percentages of
level 2, 1, and 0 responses being 38%, 24%, and 33% respectively. Whun
categouries 2 and 1 are combined, it appears that 62% recalled situations
which they might have handled differently if they had taken the course
sooner.
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COMPARISON OF POST-QUESTIONS 2a AND 3a

A couparison of participants' responses to Questions 2a and 3a
ylelds some interesting findings. lavels 1 and 2 have been combined to
produce Exhibit 12 as shown below.

Question 2a

Exhibit 12

Distribution of Responses to Questions 2a and 3a

Question 3a
0 1-2
1-2 15(36%) 21(50%) 36
o 3 (7% | 3 (7% 6
18 2 w2

From Rxhibict 12 it appears that, following training:

50X of the participants were able both to specify applications of
the training and to cite situations which they would have handled
differently;

36% indicated poesible applications but were unable to recall any
situations that they would have handled differently--at least, not
during the past six months;

7% were unadls to indicate applic-.ions, but could recall situa-
tions that they vould have handled differently (clearly an
incomsistency);

7% were unable to indicate either applications or situations of
the type mentioned,

Thus, accepting the questionnaire information at its face value, we
find unaquivocal evidence of payoff in half the participants. The ques-
tion is "Is this & satisfactory return on the training investment?" A
more complete basis of judgment, of course, must await the returns from
the six-month follow-up. It may well be asked, however, whether more
discriminating selection and preparation of participants might not improve
the picture, even at this stage.
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fuestion Post-sL: IF YES, IN "TAT WAYS DO wu Tl w 703 CJUCL W S0 Y
“& BEEN DIFFERENT? ( I'E SPECiF.L _XAuutlES,

Level 2 - Specific example of way(s) in which outcome might havce been
changed for better.

"The three alternate methods of reporting performance and claiming
reimbursement in the Special X Program might have been reduced to
one standard method."

"In the area of procurement, we had a crash program in which we
should have anticipated places where it could go wrong and have
been ready with back-up alternatives, and have established effec-
tive controls."

Level 1 - General statement--specific outcome not detailed.

"Results may have been approximately the same, but projcct propo-
sals would have been better prepared and easier to follow up."

"Now that the course is over, I believe I would have felt greater
assurance of the 'reliability' of the decisions, The steps leading
up to the final decision would have been made more 'consciously'’."

Level 0 - No explanation as to how cutcome would have been different.

Thirty-two participants responded at either Level 1 or level 2 on
Question Post-3b; thereby indicating some situation or problem area that
they might have handled differently after having completed the Kepner-
Tregoe course. Of these 32 individuals:

50% were able to specify in some detail the kind of improved
outcome that migat have be:n expected;

38% were abls to suggest the probable outcome in more general
terms;

12% failed to hazard a guess on this point.
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Question Post-4: WHAT PLANS DO YOU HAVE FOR DISCUSSING THIS COURSE WITH
YOUR SUPERVISOR? (Participants)

IN WHAT WAYS DO YOU PLAN TO FOLLOW UP ON THIS EMPLOYEE'S
USE OF WHAT HE LEARNED IN THE COURSE? (Supervisors'
Question 2)

Level 2 - Statement mentions content of discussion as planned or already
hcid, or indicates presentation to staff meeting.

"Have touched on K-T program at PM staff meeting last week. Have
spent 45 minutes briefing X, Service Training Officer, on my reac-
tions to program. I expect to visit in detail with my supervisor,
Director Y, in next week or two."

"He has been urged to utilize all he learned about decision-making
in the K-T Course in dealing with employee problems as well as
deciding permissable tolerances for map comstructiom accuracy. We
shall require that his recommendations for action on employee pro-
motions, transfars and welfare as well as for mapping tolerances
show evidence that he and his staff have arrived at the decision by
objective and discerning analysis. He will be required to analyze
his decisions for the Division Staff.”

level 1 - General statement with no specific details or examples given.

“I.plan to discuss the course with him, perhaps at some length, as
office or off-duty time permit."

"I plan to work closely with him in applying these procedures to
our management prodblems whenever such procedures are suitable and
applicable.”

isvel 0 - Mo discussion planned.
"I do not intend to develop a plan for follow-up on the employee.
1 do intend to observe more closely the quality of the employee's
completed staff assignments.”

"Will not see him before January 4 and have not discussed course
vith him since it wvas completed.”
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Exhibit 13

Percentage Distributions of Responses by Participants
and Superviscrs to Questions Post-4 and Post-2
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As Exhibit 13 shows, participants and supervisors showed good
general agreement in respect to this question, and most of them indi-
cated some plans to follow-up.

i . . 8 4 - .- 4 ke
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Question Fost-5: OTMER COMMENTS (Participants and Supervigors)

level 1 - If any commeats are given.

1)

vel 0 - If no comments are given.

Of participants, 69% made comments; of supervieors, 44%. It is
perhaps worth noting that both of these percentages are higher than the
corresponding figures for the pre-training questionnaires (38% and 23X
respectively), although, as before, a smaller proportion of supervisoxs
tham of participsants had comments to offar.

Eleven supervisors offered comments. #Nine of these eentered uvpon a
single theme--their subordinates felt the cqurse to be emtremely worth-
while. Two respéndents had acquired fairly specific ideas as to the value
of the training. Othars were more vague a8, Sor example, the mystifieu
supewvisor who said: )

uy talkel very briefly on the telephithe with the participant about
the course. He said that it was worthwhile, but did not specify
M what vay it was worthwhile. I hawe nov talked with three men
9ho have had the courde and they have ell apid that it was worth-
#hile, bUt did not tell me why. I'm Smtyigued by thig 'secrecy'."

The participants, as might be expected, Wwwre wueh more veried in
thely comments. Among the points most freguently meationed wewe the

follewing:
243 praised their iastructor;

Q1% felf that the course should be given &R @n esrlier stage
i{n the individusl's career develdbwpml;

1A% folt that more time should be addpttad 9¢ the training;

D% agreed that the dacision-making psrt of the course wes
less effective than the part dealing with problenm gnalysis.
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V. Discussion

Results presernted in the last chapter provide an incorplete orilu-
ation of the Kepner-Tregoe course. The real test will come with t-2
follow-up--this will give some indication of the extent to which rarti-
cipants have put the concepts and methods to use in their jobs. /t the
present stage, this much can be said: 1If a Level 1 or Level 2 an:ser
to both Post-Questions 2a and 3a be accepted as a criterion of success,
then exactly half of the 42 participants for whom complete data were
available successfully completed the course. Six of the 42 failed to
meet this criterion, and 15 fell in the doubtful category (Exhibit 12).
Is this a good showing?

On the other hand, our findings up to this point raise some inter-
esting questions regarding the specific requirements of a sound training
program as described in Section II of this report.

Consider first a question of communication. Twenty-seven percent
of the supervisors and 38% of the participants felt that the advance
information provided them concerning the course was insufficient. How,
then, could they arrive at a sound decision concerning the objectives of
the course or its value? Fortunately, in this case the course happened
to be a good one; but will this always be true? Would it not strengthen
the overall training effort if course announcements were screened for
adequacy of infcrmation before they were passed along to agency training
officers and supervisors? A brief memorandum calling attention to this
point might well be appended to the aunouncemenZ; on thc basis of the
adequacy of i{uJormaticn the course might be recommended or not recom-
mended for consideration. Would this be desirable?

Another facet of the communication prcblem appears in the fact that
In approximately one~half of the cases no discussion between supervisor
and employee occurred prior to the latter's participation in the Kepner-
Tregoe course. Of course--as our own data show--prior discussion with
one's supervisor is not an 2ssential condition of learning. Nevertheless,
some communication between employee and supervisor would seem to be desir-
able from the standpoint of attention to training needs, a wise selection
of training programs, and the integration of training with operations.
Is it indicative of cooperative planning by supervisor and emplovee when
a participant writes, "I have no idea what my supervisor's ideas arc"?

It was suggested in the second chapter that the systematic use of
an evaluation procedure such as this, should lead eventually to better
results from the training effort. The evaluation technique described in
this report is now being extended to two other training programs: Seminars
in Executive Development (SED) and the newly inaugurated Seminar in Middle
Management (SIMM), both of which are interagency programs. In the case of
SIM., the proposed evaluation is mentioned in the brochure announcing the
program.
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Although it is desirable, it is not alvays necessary to make as
decailed &n analysis of rzeults as was done in this case. The full-scale
treatment of evaluation data was offered here to show how it can be donc.
But careful examination of the questionnaire responses alone, without
formal content analysis or coding, can yield significant information
about the effectiveness of the overall training effort. The main aim is
to provide for specific plans oriented to individual development needs
measured inst defined management objectives, to provide for shered
underst ng i training purposes, to focus oa specific behavioral ef-
fects of trajuing and upon the use of such performance evidence in evalu-
ating tra%iing--in short, to create situational conditions facilitating
the effective utilization of training received.

To tealize the potential benefits of evaluation, however, it is nec-
essary that the procedure be carried out methodically and on a continuing
basis. This means, among other things, insisting upon complete returns
from both participants and their supervisors on all questiomnaires. Un-
less thim requirement is observed, the entire effort becomes pointless.
If manggement its_1f treats the evaluation caruelly, nthers will do so
too. fThe result can be an altogether unwarranted complacency regarding
the effactiveness of the entire training and management development
progrén.
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TRAINING RESEARCH QUESTIONN/IRE

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PARTICIPANTS

A considerable number of people in the Department have taken or
soon will participate in the Kepner-Tregoe training program in
Management Problem Analysis and Decision-Making. Ir order to find out
what values this trsining may have for our employees, it is necessary
to obtain some information before as well as after you have attended
the Zourse.

In answering the accompanying questions, please be aa specific as
possibie. Wken you have completed the course, you may be aszked some
more questions about‘ it. Ve also plan to follow up from time to time
.8 the fu=wre to check on long-range benefits from the program.

The wost valuable information is your frank reactions based upon
your persomal expectations, needs, expcrience and applications. So,
work imdependently--do not consult sanyoae else in answering this
Qe fonusire. Peel free to react favorably or unfavorahly.

Tw® blank sheets are provided for your responsas (feal free to
use additional sheets if you need thea:. Please number your answers
to correspond with che questions.

Thank you.
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Ouestions for Participants Prio:r to Iraining

What do you think are the specific uvbjectivcs of the course?

How does this seem to fit into your own career plans?

On the basis of information available to you now, in what particular
wavs do you expect to apply this training in your future work? Give
examples.

Have you discussed points 1, 2, and 3 with your supervisor? 1If Yes,
do you feel that he shares the same expectations as you do? 1If not,
how do your expectations and his differ as you see it?

Looking back over your work during the past six v nths or so, has
anything happened to bring home to you & need for this kind of
training? Give actual examples.

Is there any other advance information you think should have been
provided about the ccurse?

Who participated in deciding that you were to attend?

Other commencs.
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TRAINING RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUPERVISORS

A considerable number of people in the Department have taken or soon
will participate in the Kepner-Tregoe training program in Management
Problem Analysis and Decision-Making. In order i¢ find out what values
this training may have for our employees, it is necessary to obtain some
information before as well as after they have attended the course.

Please answer the accompanying questions for each of your employees
who is about to take the course. In giving your answers, please be as
specific as possible. When your employee(s) have completed the course,
you may be asked some more questions. We also plan to follow up from
time to time in the future to check on any long-range benefits from the
program,

The most valuable informatiun is your frank reactions based upon
your personal experience with your employees, including your needs and
expectations concerning them. 80 work independently--do not consult
anyone else in answering this questionnaire. PFeel free to react
favorably or unfavorably.

Two blank sheets are provided for your responses (feel free to use
additional sheets if you need them). Please number your enswers to
correspond with the questions.

Thank you.



Questions for Participants' Supervisors Prior to Training

What do you think are tue specific objectives of the course?

How does this fit into your Agency Training and Development Program
for this participant?

On the basis of information available to you now, in whar particular
ways do you expect this employee to apply the training ir his future
work? Give examples. |

Have you discussed points 1, 2, and 3 with the employee? If Yes,

do you feel that he shares the same expectations as you do? If

not, how do your expectations and his differ as you see it?

Looking back over his work during the past six months or so, has
anything happened to bring home to you his need for this kind of
training? Give sctual examples.

Is there any other advance inZormation you think should have been
provided about the course?

Who participated in decid ng that this employee was to artend?

Other comments.
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TRAINING RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIINS FOR PARTICIPANTS

Now that you have completed the Kepner-Tregoe course in "Mansgement
Problem Analysis and Decision-Making," we would like to have your frank
reactions on certain points. As explained in the pre-training question
naire wvhich you filled out earlier, we also plan to follow up in the
future in order to check on long-term effects of the program.

Peel free to react favorably or unfavorsbly or to agree or disagreeo
vith anyone else's poiat of view. What we want are your reactions,
based upon your own personal experience. In answering these questions,
please be as specific as possible.

As before, two blank sheets are provided for your responses (do not
hesitate to uze additional sheets if you need them). Please number your
answers to correspond with the questions.

Thank ysu sgaie.
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Que. tions for Participants after Training

In what ways, if any, have your ideas changed as to the objectives

of the course?

a. Give examples of situations in your own work in which the con-
cepts and methods taught in this course would be applicable.

b. Give examples of situations in which they would not be applicable.

a. Can you recall any situations during the past six months or so
that you might have handled differently if you had already taken
the course?

b. If yes, in what ways do you think that the outcome might have
been different? Give specific examples.

What plans do you have for discuriing this course with your supervisor?

Other comments.
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TRAINING RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUPERVISORS

Now that your employee has completed the Kepner-Tregoe course in
“Management Problem Analysis and Decision-Making," we would like you to
answer two more questions. As explained in the pre-training questionnaire
which you filled out, we also plan to follow up in the future in order to
check on long-term effects of the program.

Please answer the questions below for each employee who has just
finished the course. You probably will want to talk to the employee
sefore you start. However feel free to react favorably or unfavorably
or to agree or disagree with anyone else's point of view. What we want
are your reactions, based upon your own experience and observations. In
giving your answers, pleass be as specific as possible.

As before, two blank sheet. are provided for your respronses (do not
hesitate to use additional sheets if you need them). Please number your
saswers to correspond with the questions.

Thenk you again.

Questions

1. in what ways, 1f any, have your ideas changed as to the objectives
of the course?
2. In what ways do you plan to follow up on this employee's use of

vwhat he learned in the course?

w

Other comments.



