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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The decade of the 1980's has seen the human resource development
profession challenged with expanding roles in training human resources
to help resolve major problems within the organization that affect its
overall economics.

Training expenditures by industry have been estimated to be in the
billions. Finkel (1987) gave insight into the size of these
expenditures when he reported that companies in this country spent at
least $100 billion each year for training. Recently the American
Society for Training and Development (ASTD) estimated that
corporations spend a total of $210 billion per year on formal and
informal training.

The American Management Association Handbook (AMAHB) described the
situation which industry was facing in this manner:

. . « economic constraints, including those caused by

inflation, tight money, and internal competition for

available funds, are forcing top executives to make

difficult decisions. The people-intensive nature of

training and development and the high costs of

providing training services are causing many top

managers to demand efficiency in the conduct of

training and development activities. In addition

to requiring proof of the cost effectiveness of

programs and services, executives and board directors

are now demanding that training and development activities

show cost benefits directly related to the enterprise's
bottom-line results (Fallon, 1983, pp. 7-66).



Literature in the last decade and a half has highlighted the need
for training directors to adopt cost benefit analysis techniques that
would prove the worth of their training (Fallon, 19833 Fowler, 1983;
Hoffman, F., 1984; Kearsley, 1984; Birnbrauer, 1987; Suessmuth, 19763
Dalb, Fenn, Oberlin, and Schwandt, 19883 Shipp, 1980).

Some articles showed the efforts of individual training activities
to be cost effective (Cohen, 1985; Hoffman, F.M.m 1984; Pruitt, 1982;
Sovie, 1980; McCampbell, 1979; Veninga, 1984).

Other authors provided approaches or models useful in the
development of cost benefit analysis systems for training programs
(Burack and Mathys, 19803 Dopyea and Pitone, 19833 Grenough and Dixon,
1982; Kaufman, 1987; Pattan, 19863 Kearsley, 19843 Kesner and Dalton,
19823 Leiter, 1975; Preziosi and Legg, 1983; Shoemaker, 1979; Summers,

19843 Tartell, 1987; Tyler, 1986; and Weiss, 1981).
Statement of the Problem

The problem this study addressed was that information about how
corporate training departments established the value of action task
training and cognitive task training was not available to other training

professionals for a better understanding of contemporary practice.
Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this study was to find out whether and how directors
of training in the Fortune 200 industries conduct cost benefit analysis

on action task and cognitive task training.



Statement of Need

Training directors need to know how to determine benefits for

their training programs to ensure that they are responsive to needs and

are cost effective. Sharing basic information on techniques used for

cost benefit analysis of training with other training professionals

provides a good source of knowledge on current practice and a basis for

comparison of their programs to others in the same or related training

fields.

Research Questions

This study was designed to answer
about the use of cost benefit anlaysis

task training (ATT) and cognitive task

years.,

1. Did the study respondents
any of their training?

2. Did the study respondents

3. Did the study respondents

4, What was the relationship
the use of CBA?

5. What was the relationship
important criteria for application

6. What was the relationship
the usefulness of CBA results?

7. What was the relationship

schedule for conducting CBA?

use any

use CBA

use CBA

between

between

of CBA?

between

the following basic questions
(CBA) on the respondent's action

training (CTT) in the last two

formal or informal CBA on

for

for

ATT

ATT

ATT

their ATT?

their CTT?

and CTT with regard to

and CTT with regard to

and CTT with regard to

of ATT and CTT with regard to the



8. What was the relationship of ATT and CTT with regard to the
satisfaction with results of CBA?

9. What was the relationship of responses on demographic
questions to responses on use or non-use of cost benefit analysis

questions?
Assumptions

The assumptions of this study were the following.

1. The respondents were the directors of training in the
population studied.

2. The population studied may not be representative of other
training directors and therefore may not be generalizable for all like
populations.

3. Further research may be required to determine the use of cost

benefit analysis for other types of training and organizations.
Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the study were the following.

1. The directors of training under study were limited to those in
the Fortune 200 industries population.

2. The study was limited to the use of cost benefit analysis for
the variablés selected on action task training and cognitive task

training.
Scope of the Study

The scope of this study was primarily to gather needed information

from a population of directors of training on present practice of use



of cost benefit analysis for action task training and cognitive task

training.
Definitions

For purposes of this study, the following definitions of terms are
furnished.

ACTION TASK TRAINING is training to perform motor or manual
physical skill centered activity. In this task each step is specific,
observable, measurable and is performed in a relatively short period of
time. It has a beginning and end and is independent of other actions.
Each person who performs the task follows the same set of actions to
achieve the same outcome or goal. An action task is a series of
actions or behaviors which involvelinteraction between a person (the
performer) and an object or another person. The task changes the
object or person in some way. It accomplished a goal (Reddout, 1987).
Most technical training parallels action task training.

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING is training to perform mentally.
Cognitive behaviors include the processes of evaluating, deciding or
discriminating. These mental processeé are not observable and do not
follow a precise order that is easily definable or measurable. Most
management training parallels cognitive task training.

COST ACCOUNTING is the phase of accounting which is particularly
concerned with collecting, maintaining, and interpreting cost data.

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS is any report resulting from a system of
comparing company costs to results of training. An example of cost
benefit analysis for training is the process of comparing expected

expenses to the potential advantages of implementing a new training



program in the organization.

DIRECTOR OF TRAINING is the administrator of training, in house
consultant on training, designer of learning experiences, and head of
instruction. The director of training helps managers of "client"
departments to solve human performance problems and supports top
management to attain organizational, economic, and other goals involved
with training human resources (Laird, 1984).

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT is the department which is responsible
for planning, organizing, directing, approving, controlling, and
delivering the ongoing functions relevant to the fofmal training of
human resources (Laird, 1984).

MANAGEMENT TRAINING usually parallels cognitive task training.
Such tasks are to evaluate, decide, discriminate, and direct.
Management training is usually used to perform mental tasks.

TASK is a meaningful unit of work activity generally performed on
the job by one worker within a limited period of time. A task is
logical and necessary to achieving a single objective or output (AAVIM,
1981). A task is series of actions or behaviors which accomplishes a
goal. For purposes of this study, tasks are divided into two major
types, action tasks and cognitive tasks (Reddout, 1987).

TECHNICAL TRAINING is training to perform manual, motor, and
physical tasks that achieve a single objective or output. It
incorporates steps that are observable and measurable. Most formal

technical training parallels action task training.



Summary

There is a need within organizations for human resource
development departments to become cost effective and show cost benefits
directly related to the organization's bottom-line economic results.

There has been a lack of collective research information about how
training directors determine the value of their training.

The study addressed a population of directors of training in the
Fortune 200 industries in order to gather needed information about the
use of cost benefit analysis techniques on their action task and
cognitive task training. The results of this study could provide
training administrators and practitioners with a better understanding of

current practice.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Historical Background

The rising expectation that training directors should demonstrate
the cost effectiveness of their programs within their organizations has
emerged as a by-product of more than a decade of changing situations in
industry. Industry during this period was faced with rapid
technological changes, declining productivity, increased competition,
quality problems, higher costs, limited funds, and with equipment and
facilities that were becoming obsolete.

Top managers, under pressure from boards, have moved to resolve
the economic problems their companies were confronting. Training was
seen as a major resource needed to help resolve these problems.

The human resource development activities have been advised to
become a means of reaching organizational goals rather than an end in
themselves. They were also to be viewed as cost centers where
expenditures for training and development should be tracked, and
recorded and the return on investment measured (Fallon, 1983).

Carnevale (1982) gave national perspective to this new and
expanded importance of training by explaining "an emerging and expanded
economic policy recognizes the nation's public and private training

systems as full partners in economic policy'" (p. 41).



Literature in the last decade had included many articles which
described the challenges that went with the new and expanding roles of
the directors of training becoming full partners in economic policy. A
knowledge of basic cost accounting theory has been suggested as helpful
in understanding approaches to application of cost benefit analysis

techniques.

Reaction to Use of Cost Accounting

and Benefit Analysis

Shipp (1981) explained the initial reaction of many trainers
confronted with the need to become cost centers and to apply cost
benefit analysis systems to their training programs.

The agitation created by the requirement to show a

return-on-investment is not caused by a fear that

continuing education does not pay off in measurable

terms, but rather stems from a lack of formal

training in cost accounting techniques and a normal

hesitation to plunge into the unknown (p. 6).

Meigs and Meigs (1981) conveyed two very important managerial
objectives of cost accounting. They were (1) to determine the unit
costs of production, and (2) to provide management with information
useful in controlling the costs of business operations. A common
misconception about accounting figures is that the cost of any product
or unit of output can be measured with precision. There are two
reasons for the difficulty in measuring accurately the cost of
anything: First, the relationship between the costs incurred and the
output product is often difficult to establish. Secondly, cost
information may be assembled, combined, and reported in many different

ways. The relevant "cost" information varies with the nature of the

decision confronting management.
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Meigs and Meigs (1981) reported on definition of cost:

No single definition of cost is ideally suited for all

types of managerial decisions. If costs information

is to be used intelligently, the user must understand

that any cost figure has inherent limitations and that

no single method of arriving at the cost will serve

equally well for all the varied purposes for which

such information is needed. Most systems are designed

to meet the general purposes of income determinations

and to develop in the accounts the basic information

from which cost studies for special purposes can be

derived (p. 932).

Kieso and Weygandt (1980) explained that an information accounting
theory is based on the concept that all accounting reporting decisions
should be within a cost benefit framework to be evaluated. Accounting
information should be thought of as a commodity, just as bread and
butter are commodities; and the costs of producing this commodity and
its benefits should be questioned.

Some training programs may have to be evaluated based on benefit
criteria when costs cannot accurately be determined. Kirrane (1986)
pointed out that the intangible nature of some training benefits is
slowly becoming less of an issue for human resource managers who can
prove the long-term value of their programs. Manufacturers provide
some advice on one approach. The strategic plan for the company should
be considered, and a justification should be developed. Although
intangible benefits may be difficult to quantify, there is no reasons
to value them at zero. No responsible accountant would say that an
enterprise can afford to ignore costs. Managers still must figure out
how to pay the bills. But management accounting and its sub-category,

cost accounting are meant to provide financial information needed for

sound decision making.
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Gathering Criteria for Cost Evaluation

of Training

Training directors have to gather criteria necessary for
development of a cost evaluation system for training. Much of this
criteria is available during the planning stages of the program. These
include such documentation as the training request, needs assessment,
performance tasks, performance standards, training objectives, and cost
information.

The requirement to use basic cost accounting theory and develop
criteria needed for cost analysis of a training program is said to be a
logical process which should be agreed upon before the program starts.

In Dabl, Fenn, Oberlin,and Schwandt (1988), Schwandt advised:

.« « « 50 many times I've seen people jump to set up

their accounting systems. But this can become

incredibly labor-intensive if you don't have a

source database to pull your figures from. You'll

continually have to redo your database. Attempt to

tie in to the larger system so accounting doesn't

become a cost to you that you cannot bear (p. 25).

Knowing what the organization expects from a particular cost
benefit analysis exercise can help provide for proper evaluation. In
Dabl, et al. (1988), Oberlin explained, "If you don't understand what
management is measuring, how can you ever hope to affect it? " He
recommended, ''the first thing in an accounting system is to get the big
picture. Know what you're dealing with'" (p. 23).

Without such action it could be frustrating to explain the
validity of the cost system. THe literature addresses many variables

to cost beneift analysis system's development and provides insight into

approaches.



Minick and Medlin (1983) related that anticipatory evaluation
emphasizes the role of evaluating objectives in planning human resource
development programs. In this integrated approach, evaluation begins
before the program is designed and continues throughout development and
implementation (p. 89).

Often, more than training costs are involved in conducting cost
benefit analysis for a training program. The difficulty in determining
what is involved may be caused by the lack of adequate front-end
planning.

Kaufman (1987) listed as a first step the decision to use data
from a needs assessment.

Planning is a substitute for good luck. A needs

assessment may be described as a blueprint for action

that includes the functions an organization must

complete to get from where it is to where it wants

to be « . . . Needs assessments provide cost

effective alternatives (pp. 78 and 83).

Katz and Rosen (1987) explained how one company used a specialized
needs assessment to help its technical people to become better
managers. They concluded that, needless-to-say, this requires the
ability to do an appropriate front-end analysis using a design that
encourages fact finding, flexibility, and an action plan for
implementation.

Topics of major concern to executives, which were taken from
Opinion Research Corporation's "Executive Caravan Survey'" in 1984, were
reported by Fisher (1986). The major concerns ranked first and second
were controlling costs and improving profits, respectively.

Hall (1987) indicated that concerning corporate needs, the

corporation has important though indirect roles to play in planning

carried out by managers of business units, especially training. These

12
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managers do not automatically become sophisticated strategic planners.
The corporation must provide an intellectual framework on which their
knowledge of the business and its environment can be arranged.

Finkelstein and Hatch (1987) concluded that for decades the
process of job evaluation has seen little change. Most companies still
rely on methods that were developed years ago to serve the common need
of an industrial economy.

On the need for top management support and how to get it, Yeoman
(1982) has advised that:

Top management support is a continuing commitment,

backed by words and deeds over a long period of time.

e« » o it will not happen without setbacks and

frustrations, but it can be done. Top managers

support things that make sense and help them

accomplish organizational objectives. . . . to get

top management's support get a handle on return on

investment and make some 'hardnosed' decisions. Say

'no' to training requests that represent problems

that training cannot resolve (p. 38-40).

A paramount need is support from the organization and to that
extent cost effectiveness is a matter of organizational philosophy.
Fitz-ens (1984) has suggested that a purpose statement of the human
resource development department should relate to the organizational
philosophy. For example, human resource development exist in an
organization because it provides a necessary function at competitive
costs.

The human resources development department is to operate as an
organizational entity. Many authors have made a point of describing
and emphasizing this need. Bell (1983) reported that successful
trainers start with alignment to the role and mission of the total

organization and find that this helps them succeed during tough

economic times.
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del Bueno and Kelly (1980) described a ratio formula that
facilitates computation of cost effectiveness of staff development
programs and activities. They also provided an account of how the
formula was applied in one hospital, and included work sheets for
educators to use in determining their own department's cost
effectiveness.

Grubb (1981) supported the point that hospital educators need to
become more involved in conducting research illustrating the efficacy
both of the hospital's education function and the educational manager's
role in contributing to the hospital's organizational development and
effectiveness. Hill (1984) related on technical training that the
person responsible for skills training in an industry has a greater
role to play than simply linking hardware and people. The training
department should also contribute to the organization's productivity.

Carnevale and Shultz (1988, p. 18) contended, "Technical employees
and technical training are becoming ever more important because they
are the key to America's competitive advantage in the world economy."

Smith (1980, p. 74) suggested that "accountability means
requiring the training staff to produce documented evidence of training
quality and efficiency on a regular and periodic basis."

Lamrie (1986) has suggested that for a proactive approach to human
resource development requires assessment of skills and attitudes,
review an diagnoses, an evaluation period, implementation of training,
and evaluation of results.

Rothwell (1984, p. 45) has suggested that "performance audits
should be viewed as extensions of traditional auditing dealing with

broad issues of organizational efficiency and effectiveness. They
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should focus on organizational outcomes in lieu of individual outcomes.
Performance analysis has been described to be closely related to
estimating the costs of requested programs. The process of determining
the costs of a program helps to visualize exactly what a given program
is worth in terms of education (McCampbell, 1979).

According to Dobbs (1980), management of a training program must
assess where it is going. '"There is little question that training
technology is advancing more than ever before. Organizations are
expecting more and more benefits from their training dollar" (p. 20).
Knowles (1985, p. 24) has professed that '"thinking in 'wholes' or
systems has become a necessity in an increasingly complex world."

As companies devote more resources to training, the need for valid
information about the return on investment increases (Brakken and
Bernstein, 1982). Weinstein (1982, p. 34) cautioned that, '"logical and
coherent structure of cost data is vital in arriving at an accurate
analysis of training cost effectiveness.'" Urban, Ferris, Crowe and
Miller (1985, p. 68) concluded that, "effective evaluation of the
training functions remains one of the most difficult problems in the
human resource development field."

Murk and Wells (1988) observed that

Most traditional program planning modes for continuing

professional training are linear in design. An

extensive review of literature reveals that most

contain seven sequential steps: assessing needs,

establishing program priorities and responsibilities,

selecting program goals and objectives, allocating

available resources, selecting appropriate teaching

and techniques, evaluating the results or outcomes,
and determining the program's effectiveness (p. 45).
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Models and Analysis

Literature has pointed out that training requires a front-end
analysis to review the criteria applicable to the objectives and
purposes of the specific program. This is a process said to be
critical to determine if the training will be conducted and under what
criteria. The consideration of need for the application of cost
benefit analysis to the specific program is no less important than
other considerations during the front end-analysis if it is to be
grounded in validity and reliability.

Many models of cost benefit analysis have been suggested
in the literature. Most models are tools which require
assessment, tailoring and pre-testing prior to use on a training
program.

Kearsley and Compton (1981) advised that cost benefit models, like
statistics, are inferential tools. They are intended to help the
training manager gain a better understanding of what-effects-what in a
training system. Models should relate to the specifics of a training
department's program to be able to show validity of the cost analysis
system applied.

Sullivan and Elenburg (1988) contended that designing and
developing technical training programs without attention to measuring
the effectiveness of training is a thing of the past. They suggested
the use of valid and reliable performance tests. Performance tests are
based on o5jectives developed during the task analysis process and then
presented at the beginning of training. Task analysis includes the
cognitive (what you know), psychomotor (what you do), and affective

(what you feel) domains that form performance and enabling objectives.
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Kirkpatrick (1975, p. 1) pointed out that "one training director
can not borrow evaluation results from another; he can, however, borrow
evaluation techniques." Kirkpatrick identified four evaluation steps:
reaction, learning, behavior, and results.

Lawson (1981) clarified three basic causes of the success of human
resource development functions from an internal marketing perspective.
They are functions actively rendering services in the right '"client
segments" of their organization; functions doing a few important tasks
wellj and functions doing the right things consistently.

Kearsley and Compton (1981) listed three major roles cost benefit
analysis plays in training: (1) for planning to estimate anticipated
costs of training programs, (2) for selecting purposes to evaluate one
training approach relative to another in terms of cost and outcomes,
and (3) for justification to measure the effects of a particular
training program, especially in terms of improved job performance.
Different cost/benefit models are developed to meet these different
purposes.

Shipp (1981) addressed the need for the systematic method of
assessing the worth or impact of an educational program, which led to
his development of a cost benefit effectiveness model. The model
classifies costs and results as monetarily quantifiable., non-
monetarily quantifiable, and non-quantifiable. Cohen (1985) presented
administrators and practitioners with a simple approach to cost benefit
analysis of industrial training that uses easily obtainable data. The
results were related to the social rate of return to company training.

Salinger and Deming (1982) described six critical items in the

evaluation of training: (1) delayed treatment, (2) modified critical
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incident, (3) follow-ups, (4) performance analysis, (5) time series
evaluation, and (6) cost benefit analysis.

Barta (1982, p. 16) discussed '"three methods which trainers can
use to justify the investment and review the literature to show both
appropriate and inappropriate applications of the three approaches:
return on investment, benefits-costs, and payback methods.

Weinstein and Kasl (1982) contributed an article describing a
method to convert total dollar figures on a training program to
"Participant Learning Hour" or PLH cost. Weinstein (1982) provided a
Training Cost Framework or model for gathering training cost
information into three levels: Classroom, Administration, and
Organization.

Paquet, Kasl, Weinstein and Waite (1987) reported on a difficult
training area to evaluate "management." They revealed that
practitioners believe that management training makes a real difference
in the work place, but many avoid proving it. They show how one
company designed a model which showed that management benefits through
the work of employees. These efforts were predicted on the assumption
that the intended outcomes of management training is improved
productivity in the work place.

Kirkpatrick (1988) noted that books and articles about supervisory
and management training are stressing the same thing that Larry Appley,
former president of the American Management Association (AMA), stressed
years ago which he designed as, "getting things done through people."
The literature emphasizes that an effective manager must be able to

communicate, motivate, train, delegate, coach, and control.
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Spencer (1984) reported that for years the human resource
development community has been expressing the difficulty of the impact
of human resource development programs in cost/benefit terms. He
presented a method for calculating the costs and benefits of training.

Kearsley (1984) outlined a series of ten steps for conducting cost
benefit analysis: (1) Define the problems, (2) Select and formulate a
model; (3) Identify data requirements, (4) Identify data collection
methods, (5) Develop data collection tools, (6) Pilot data collection,
(7) Conduct a full scale collection, (8) Verify/validate data,
recollecting where applicable; (9) Apply model to data, and (10) Draw
inferences and conclusions, revising where required.

Clegg (1987) reported that although management training is often a
difficult process, it must be done. Management training requires an
investment of time and money which, like any other type of investment,
must be justified on the basis of return from that investment. Results
of the study indicate that evaluation of management training is still
not what it could be. Stephan, Mills, Pace, and Ralphs (1988) asked
one question about return on investment of management training in a
survey about Fortune Industry executive training. The response
indicated that evaluation of return on management training investment

did not occur with high regularity.
Summary

Industry during the last decade has been faced with rapid
technological changes, declining productivity, increased competition,
quality programs, higher costs, limited funds, and equipment and

facilities that were becoming obsolete.
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Top managers have moved to resolve the problems. The training
department was seen as a major resource to help resolve the industries'
economic problems.

Human resource development activities have assumed major roles in
support of organizational training and economics. They have been
expected to function as cost centers where the expenditures would be
tracked and recorded and the return on investment measured. Reaction
to the challenge has required training activities to establish systems
using cost accounting theory to prove the value of their training.
Also, they have had to gather needed criteria to perform a froht-end
analysis of training and related costs for use in establishing and
validating the reliability of a cost benefit analysis model established
for training.

Approaches and models for cost benefit analysis of training have
been suggested in the literature. Some training has been reported to
be more applicable than other training to cost analysis systems.
Training which has observable and measurable steps, such as action task
training's motor, physical or manual skills centered activity, is
usually adaptable to cost benefit analysis. Cognitive task training or
mental training to decide, discriminate, and direct, is not usually
observable and measurable. Therefore, it is not easily adaptable to
cost benefit analysis.

For a better understanding of current practice about utilization
of cost benefit analysis for training, it was considered necessary to
gather needed information from a population of directors of training.
This study addressed the research need for two types of training,

action task and cognitive task training.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to find out whether and how
directors of training in the Fortune 200 industries conduct cost
benefit analysis on action task and cognitive training.

According to the literature review, training directors need to
know how to determine benefits for their training programs to ensure
that they are responsible to needs and are cost effective. The results
of this study, based on responses from the directors of training
surveyed, could help provide training administrators, educators, and
practitioners a better understanding of contemporary practice. The
study was supported by the Center for Human Resource Development,
Oklahoma State University; members of the American Society for Training
and Development, Oklahoma Central Chapter, who participated in the pilot
test study; and the Oklahoma State University Technical Branch,
Directorate of Industrial and Business Relations.

The chapter is divided into four sections: (1) research questions,
(2) description of the population, (3) description of the instrument
for data collection, and (4) description of procedures for analyzing

the data.
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Research Questions
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Nine research questions were compiled for use in the study. The

research questions considered whether or not the population utilized

cost benefit analysis (CBA) on any training formally or informally in

the last two years. Questions were then concentrated specifically on

action task training (ATT) and cognitive task training (CTT) with

regard to utilization of cost benefit analysis in the last two years.

The research questions were the following:

1. Did the study respondents
any of their training?

2. Did the study respondents

3. Did the study respondents

4. What was the relationship
the use of CBA?

5. What was the relationship
important criteria for application

6. What was the relationship
usefulness of CBA results?

7. What was the relationship
schedule for conducting CBA?

8. What was the relationship
satisfaction with results of CBA?

9. What was the relationship

use any formal or informal CBA on

use CBA

use CBA

between

between

of CBA?

between

for

for

ATT

ATT

ATT

their ATT?

their CTT?

and CTT with regard to

and CTT with regard to

and CTT with regard to

of ATT and CTT with regard to the

of ATT and CTT with regard to the

of responses on demographics

questions to responses on use or non-use of CBA?

The questionnaire was designed to answer the basic research

questions. Consideration was given to the relationships of the

responses to ATT and CTT training.

Consideration was also given to the



relationships of responses on demographics to responses on use or non-
use of cost benefit analysis for training. Appendix D shows a cross

reference of research questions to the questionnaire.
Selection of Population

The population selected for this study was composed of the
directors of training for the Fortune 200 industries. A universe type
population of n=200 was used because these industries were rated as
some of the most successful companies in America (Loeb, 1987,
Vittolino, 1989). These industries have large training programs
supporting large numbers of employees. They are deeply involved with
technical production, supervision, and management of large, dispersed,
complex organizations,

This effort to gather needed information not previously available
was directed to those who were most likely to understand the questions
and who had considerable experience and expertise in the administration

of industrial training.
Collection of Data

The information used in this study for collection of data was
developed from a review of literature. An ERIC search was performed,
followed by iibrary research of literature and consultation with
industrial, educational, and human resource development professionals.

A suitable instrument was not available to conduct this
descriptive study. An instrument was developed by the researcher based
on important basic material in the literature review and on suggestions

of experts in human resource development who reviewed the instrument's
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(content and purposes. The questionnaire was structured using guidance

" in Zemke and Kramlinger (1984), Isaac and Michael (1981), Key (1986),
Gay (1981), Educational Research Competencies for Analysis and
Application, and other references.

The questionnaire was reviewed by my committee members, Dr.
William Venable, Chairperson; Dr. Cecil Dugger, Professor of Technical
Education, Dr. Jerry Davis, Professor of Technical Education, Dr.
WIlliam Warde, Professor of Statisticsj} and Dr. Paul Harper, Professor
of Speech Communicatiqns.

The questionnaire was also reviewed by three other training
professionals: Dr. Margaret Christensen, President of Human Resource
Consultants, Incorporated, Edmond, Oklahomaj; Dr. William Nelson,
Director of Industrial and Business Relations, Oklahoma State
University Technical Branch, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; Dr. Dale
Fredericksen, Assistant Director of Continuing Education, Rose State
College, Midwest City, Oklahoma. Several changes were made as a result
of these reviews.

The questionnaire draft was then pilot tested for reliability on a
group of 15 directors of training or equivalent training administrators
in Oklahoma industries. The respondents were all professional training
managers with many years of experience. Some of the industries were
local divisions of Fortune companies. Many had large, diverse training
programs serving large number of employees. These training directors
were highly educated and were familiar with technical and management
type training as well as with its relationship to action task and
cognitive task training. The pilot-test documentation is shown in

Appendixes E and F. The results of the local pilot-test for
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reliability testing of the instrument is reported in Appendix G. These
results and recommendations were reviewed and final refinements to the
survey instrument were made (See Appendixes A, B, and C).

The two major types of task training, action task and cognitive
task training, were adapted and developed from domains explained by
Laird (1984) on Bloom's Taxonomy of Education; Reddout's (1987)
definitions of action tasks and cognitive tasks; American Association
for Vocational Instructional Material (1981) on task performance; and
Sullivan and Elenburg's (1988) description of task analysis and

enabling objectives.

Methods and Analysis

The questionnaires were mailed in June, 1989, with a cover letter
and instructions. (See Appendix A for the cover letter; Appendix B for
questionnaire instructionsj and Appendix C for the questionmnaire). The
questionnaires were addressed to the director of training in the
Fortune 200 industries (statistically a universe population, n=200).

Of the questionnaires mailed, 28 percent were returned by the due date
stated in the cover letter.

A first follow-up was made in July, 1989 to non-respondents by
mail. Another five percent of the questionnaires were returned. A
second follow-up was made by mail in August and three percent more of
the questionnaires were returned. A final follow-up effort was made by
telephone resulting in a return of two percent additional
questionnaires. A total of 76 or 38 percent of the questionnaires were
completed and returned from the population studied. The nature of the

study, level of the population, and summer vacation period were some of
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the factors that affected the return of the questionnaires. Following
these efforts to obtain a maximum possible return, the questionnaires
were tallied and analyzed. (See Appendix D).

Descriptive research, according to Key (1986), is used to obtain
information concerning the current status of the phenomena. The
purpose of the methods are to describe '"what exists'" with respect to
variables or conditions in the situation. These methods also may
investigate the relationships between variables.

The results of this descriptive study were tallied. Analysis of
results of responses was shown in frequency distribution tables. Cross
tabulations of responses for action task and cognitive task training
questions were made to determine relationships of responses. Cross
tabulations of .demographic responses to.responses on use or non-use of
cost benefit anlaysis for training were made to determine relationships
or responses. Conclusions resulting from analysis of responses from
["the population and cross tabulations were reported. Descriptive
statistics used in the study were percentages, sum, mean, mode, chi-
square, medium, and range. Statistical references included Gay (1981);

Jaccard (1983); and Isaac and Michael (1987).

Summary

This chapter described the methods and procedures used in the
study. The study was conducted in four phases: (1) research question
development, (2) description of the population, (3) description of the
instrument for data collection, and (4) description of procedures for

analyzing the data.
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Nine questions were compiled to cover the study. The
questionnaire was designed to answer the research questions and provide
information on use of cost benefit analysis on two types of task
training, action task training and cognitive task training. The
population surveyed was composed of the directors of training in the
Fortune 200 industries. This population was used because they were
rated as some of the most successful industries in the United States.
These industries have large numbers of human resources, complex
organizations, and highly educated, experienced training professionals
who would most likely understand the questionnaire and furnish the
needed information.

A suitable instrument for use in the study did not exist. An
instrument was designed. Questions were developed from important
material in the review of literature and contacts with human resource
development professionals. The questionnaire was reviewed by advisory
committee members and also by three outside experts on the subject.
The questionnaire was revised based on these reviews.

The questionnaire was then tested for reliability of content and
purpose on the human resource development directors of training or
their equivalents at 15 Oklahoma industries. The results of the pilot
test were evaluated and the questionnaire was again revised and
printed.

Following these actions, the survey was mailed to the Fortune 200
population by cover letter. A first and second follow-up by mail
resulted in the return of 36 percent of the questionnaires. A final
telephone effort resulted in another two percent of the surveys being

returned for a total of 38 percent.



Following this effort to obtain the greatest possible return,
responses to the questionnaires were tallied and analyzed. The results

of the study were shown in tables and reported in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS
Introduction

The nine basic research questions compiled for this study were
used as divisions for this chapter to report the results of the study.
Each division lists the research questions, the results of the study
about the question, and the applicable table(s).

Of 200 questionnaires mailed to the directors of training in the
Fortune 200 industries, 77 Qere returned or 38.5 percent of the n=200
population. Of the 77, four were returned as undeliverable and two were
returned indicating a policy of not completing surveys at this time.
The results of the study were based on the 71 usable respondents or
35.5 percent of the n=200 population who completed and returned the
questionnaires. /

The questionnaire was designed to gather information in thrée
areas to determine contemporary practice on use of cost benefit
analysis (CBA) for training (1) general use on any training, (2) use on
action task training (ATT), and (3) use on cognitive task training
(CTT). Respondents accordingly were to answer questions about their
use of CBA in these areas as applicable to their training. When
respondents indicated non-use of CBA in an area of tréining they were

included under no response.
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Results

The results of the study are shown following the research

questions.

Research Question One

Research question one was, '"Did the study respondents use any
formal or informal CBA on any of their training?" The data show that
less than half of the respondents use CBA either formally or

informally. The results of responses are shown in Table I.

TABLE I

USE OF ANY FORMAL OR INFORMAL COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS
FOR TRAINING IN THE LAST TWO YEARS

Response % of % of
Frequency Total Respondents
. Yes 33 46.5 46.5
. No 38 7 53.5 53.5
Total N=71 S 100.0 Lo 100.0

Research Question Two

Research question two was "Did the study respondents use CBA for

their ATT?" The data show that 38 percent of the total respondents did
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use CBA for their ATT in the last two years. The small percentage who
had not used CBA for their ATT indicated a "not a major concern" as the

principle reason. The results are listed in Table II.

TABLE II

USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR
ACTION TASK TRAINING

Response % of % of
Frequency Total Responses
a. Yes 27 38.03 84.40
b. No . _ 5 _ 7.04 15.60
No response | .3 9 54.93 | —
Total N=71 100.00 100.00
REASONS GIVEN FOR ANSWER
b. "NO" ABOVE:
Lack of System 1 20.00
Not a Major Concemn 4 80.00
s 100.00

Research Question Three

Research question three was, '"Did the study respondents use CBA
for their CTT?" The data indicate that 41 percent of the total

respondents had used CBA on their CTT in the last two years. The small
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percentage who had not done CBA on their CTT indicated '"not a major con-

cern" as the main reason.

TABLE III

USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR
COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING

Results of responses are shown in Table III.

Response % of % of
Frequency Total Responses
a. Yes 29 40.85 90.60
b. No 3 4.23 9.40
No response 39 54.93 —
Total N=T1 100.00 100.00
REASONS GIVEN FOR ANSWER
b. "NO" ABOVE:
Lack of System 1 33.30
Not a Major Concern 2 66.70
3 100.00

Research Question Four

Research question four was, "What was the relationship between ATT

and CTT with regard to the use of CBA?"

the use of CBA for ATT and CTT indicate

Cross analysis of responses on

that CBA was used for CTT



slightly more than ATT. This was explained by some directors' comments

that ATT was not the corporate level responsibility but that of the

field operation. Most respondents, however, answered for both ATT and

CTT. Cross tabulation is shown in Table IV.

TABLE IV

CROSS TABULATION ON USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR

ACTION TASK TRAINING AND COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING

% of % of
Frequency Total Responses
Action Task
YES 27 38.03 84.40
NO : 5 7.04 15.60
No response 39 54.93 —
Total N=71 100.00 100.00
COGNITIVE TASK
YES 29 40.85 90.60
NO 3 4.23 9.40
No response 39 54.93 -
N=71F 100.00 100.00
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Research Question Five

Research question five was, ''What was the relationship between ATT
and CTT with regard to important criteria for application of CBA?" Six
criteria applicable to training planning were listed in the
questionnaire. These criteria were listed with a Likert type rating
scale ranging from very important to very unimportant. The respondents
rated such criteria as to the perceived importance of the criteria in
application of CBA to ATT and CTT. The results of the study are listed
in Tables V to XVI. Cross analysis of the relationship of Tables V to
XII on ATT and XIII to XVI on CTT are shown in Table XVII.

Action Task Training. The responses indicated the '"policy on cost
benefit analysis criteria'" is neither important nor unimportant in

planning CBA for ATT. See Table V.

TABLE V

ACTION TASK POLICY ON COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 2 2.82 7.10
2 Important 7 9.86 25.00
3 Neither Imiportant 11 15.49 39.00
nor Unimportant

4  Unimportant 6 8.45 21.40
5 Very Unimportant 2 2.82 7.10
No response 43 60.56

Total N=71 100.00 100.00
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The respondents indicated that "training request criteria'" were

important in planning CBA for ATT.

See Table VI.

TABLE VI

ACTION TASK TRAINING REQUEST

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 5 7.04 17.90
2 Important 14 19.72 50.00
3 Neither Important 7 9.86 25.00
nor Unimportant

4  Unimportant 2 2.82 7.10
5 Very Unimportant 0 0.00 0.00
No response 43 60.56 -

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00

The responses indicated the 'training needs analysis criteria" were

very important in planning CBA for ATT.

See Table VII.

The respondents indicated the "training and related costs criteria"

were very important in planning CBA for ATT.

The respondents rated "performance task criteria" as very

important in planning CBA for ATT.

See Table IX.

See Table VIII.



TABLE VII

ACTION TASK TRAINING NEEDS ANALYSIS

36

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 14 19.72 50.00
2 Important 9 12.68 32.10
3 Neither Important 4 5.63 14.30
nor Unimportant

4  Unimportant 1 1.41 3.60
5 Very Unimportant 0 0.00 0.00
No response 43 60.56 —_

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

TABLE VIII
ACTION TASK TRAINING AND RELATED COSTS
% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 12 16.90 42.90
2 Important 10 14.09 35.70
3 Neither Important 4 5.63 14.30
nor Unimportant

4  Unimportant 1 1.41 3.60
5 Very Unimportant 1 1.41 3.60
No response 43 60.56 _

Total N=71 W m_




TABLE IX

ACTION TASK PERFORMANCE TASK
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% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 10 14.09 35.70
2 Important 9 12.67 32.10
3 Neither Important 5 7.04 17.90
nor Unimportant

4 Unimportant 4 5.63 14.30
5 Very Unimportant 0 0.00 0.00
No response 43 60.56 -

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

The respondents rated the

important for planning CBA for ATT. See
The respondents rated the
criteria" as neither important
See Table XI.
The respondents rated the "training
in planning CBA for CTT. See Table XII.
The respondents rated the ''training
very important in planning CBA for CTT.

The respondents rated the '"training

important in planning CBA for CTT.

"performance standards criteria' as very

Table X.

"policy on cost benefit analysis

nor unimportant in planning CBA for CTT.

request criteria" as important

needs analysis criteria" as
See Table XIII.

and related costs criteria" as

See Table XIV.



TABLE X

ACTION TASK PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

38

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 . Very Important 10 14.08 35.70
2 Important 7 9.86 25.00
3 Neither Important 6 8.45 21.40
nor Unimportant
4 Unimportant 3 4.23 10.70
5 Very Unimportant 2 2.82 7.10
No response 43 60.56 —
Total N=71 100.00 100.00
TABLE XI
COGNITIVE TASK POLICY ON COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS
% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 3 4.23 10.30
2 Important 5 7.04 17.20
3 Neither Important 12 16.90 41.40
nor Unimportant
4  Unimportant 7 9.86 24.10
5 Very Unimportant 2 2.82 6.90
No response 42 59.15 _
Total El_— I—OW)— W




TABLE XII

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING REQUEST
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% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 4 5.63 13.80
2 Important 15 21.13 51.70
3 Neither Important 8 11.27 27.60
nor Unimportant

4  Unimportant 2 2.82 6.90
5 Very Unimportant 0 0.00 0.00
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

TABLE XIII
COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING NEEDS ANALYSIS
% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 15 21.30 51.70
2 Important 8 11.27 27.60
3 Neither Important 4 5.63 13.80
nor Unimportant :

4  Unimportant 2 2.82 6.90
5 Very Unimportant 0 0.00 0.00
No response 42 59.15 .

Total §;7T_ W 1_60_0-0_-




TABLE XIV

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING AND RELATED COSTS

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 9 12.68 31.00
2 Important 12 16.90 41.40
3 Neither Important 6 8.45 20.70
nor Unimportant

4 Unimportant 1 1.41 3.40
5 Very Unimportant 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 _

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00

The respondents rated the "performance tasks criteria
as neither important nor unimportant in planning CBA for CTT. See
Table XV.

Equal numbers of respondents rated the "performance standards
criteria’ as important or as "neither important nor unimportant.'" See
Table XVI.

Analysis of relationship of responses to questions on importance
of criteria in planning CBA for ATT and CTT shows a difference in the

perceived importance of the criteria for ATT and CTT. See Table XVII.

Research Question Six

Research Question six was, "What was the relationship between ATT

and CTT with regard to usefulness of CBA results?" Five questions on



TABLE XV

COGNITIVE TASK PERFORMANCE TASKS

41

% of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 7 9.86 24.10
2 Important 8 8.45 27.60
3 Neither Important 10 14.09 34.50
nor Unimportant

4 Unimportant 3 4.23 10.30
5 Very Unimportant 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 -

Total W m mo_

TABLE XVI
COGNITIVE TASK PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

) % of % of
RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Very Important 5 7.04 17.20
2 Important 9 12.68 31.00
3 Neither Important 9 12.68 31.00

nor Unimportant

4 Unimportant 4 5.63 13.80
5 Very Unimportant 2 . 2.82 6.90
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=71 . TW 100.00_




TABLE XVII

CROSS ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES ON RELATIONSHIP OF CRITERIA

BY PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE IN PLANNING
CBA FOR ATT AND CTT

42

ACTION TASK TRAINING

Mean
Importance Rating Criteria Rating
Very Important Training Needs Analysis 1.71
Very Important Training and Related Costs 1.89
Very Important Performance Tasks 2.11
Very Important Performance Standards 2.29
Important Training Request 2.21
Neither Important
nor Unimportant Policy on use of CBA 2.96

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING

Mean
Importance Rating Criteria Response
Very Important Training Needs Analysis 1.82
Very Important Training and Related Costs 2.14
Very Important Training Request 2.36
Neither Important
nor Unimportant Performance Tasks 2.50
Neither Important
nor Unimportant Performance Standards 2.71
Neither Important
nor Unimportant Policy on use of CBA 3.11




usefulness of CBA results were included in the study. Tables XVIII to
XXII indicate responses for ATT and Tables XXIII to XXVII list
responses for CTT. The usefulness of CBA results for each item was
rated by the respondents by a Likert type scale ranging from "Strongly
Agree" to "Strongly Disagree."

Action Task Training. The respondents indicated they strongly
agree that CBA results for ATT are useful in compiling budget data.

See Table XVIII.

TABLE XVIII

ACTION TASK USEFULNESS IN COMPILING BUDGET DATA

43

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 12 16.90 42.90
2 Agree 9 12.68 32.10
3 Undecided 5 7.04 17.90
4 Disagree 1 1.41 3.60
S Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.60
No response 43 60.56 _

Total N=71 100.00 100.00
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The respondents indicated that they strongly agree that the

results of CBA for ATT is useful in proving the worth of training. See

Table XIX.

TABLE XIX

ACTION TASK USEFULNESS IN PROVING THE WORTH OF TRAINING

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 13 18.31 46.40
2 Agree 10 14.08 35.70
3 Undecided 2 2.82 7.10
4 Disagree 2 2.82 7.10
5 Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.60
No response 43 60.56 —

Total =71 100.00 100.00

The respondents indicated they agree that results of CBA for ATT

is useful in obtaining training funds.

See Table XX.

The respondents indicated that they agree the results of CBA for

ATT is useful in program continuation decisions.

See Table XXI.

The respondents agree and an equal number strongly agree that the

results of CBA for ATT is useful in supporting organizational goals.

See Table XXII.



ACTION TASK USEFULNESS IN OBTAINING TRAINING FUNDS

TABLE XX

45

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 9 12.68 32.10
2 Agree 11 15.49 39.30
3 Undecided 5 7.04 17.90
4 Disagree 2 2.82 7.10
5 Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.60
No Response 43 60.56 .

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

TABLE XXI

ACTION TASK USEFULNESS IN PROGRAM CONTINUATION DECISIONS

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 11 15.49 39.30
2 Agree 13 18.31 46.40
3  Undecided 1 1.41 3.60
4 Disagree 3 4.23 10.70
5 Swuongly Disagree 0 0.00 0.00
No response 43 60.56 _

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00
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TABLE XXII

ACTION TASK USEFULNESS IN SUPPORTING ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree v 10 14.08 35.70
2 Agree 10 14.08 35.70
3 Undecided 4 5.63 14.30
4 Disagree 3 4.23 10.70
5 Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.60
No response 43 60.56 —

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00

Cognitive Task Training. The respondents indicated that they
agree the results of CBA for CTT are useful in compiling budget data.
See Table XXIII.

The respondents indicated that they agree that the results of CBA
for CTT are useful in providing the worth of training. See Table XXIV.

The respondents agree that the results of CBA for CTT are useful
in obtaining training funds. See Table XXV.

The respondents indicated that they agree that the results of CBA
for CTT are useful in program continuation decisions. See Table XXVI.

The respondents indicated that they agree that the results of CBA

for CTT are useful in supporting organizational goals. See Table XXVII.
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TABLE XXIII
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% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 9 12.68 31.00
2 Agree 12 16.90 41.40
3 Undecided 5 7.04 17.20
4 Disagree 2 2.82 6.90
5 Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00

TABLE XXIV

COGNITIVE TASK USEFULNESS IN PROVING THE WORTH OF TRAINING

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 8 11.27 27.60
2 Agree 12 16.90 41.40
3 Undecided 6 8.45 20.70
4 Disagree 2 2.82 6.90
S Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=T1 100.00 100.00
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TABLE XXV
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% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 6 8.45 20.70
2 Agree 14 ’ 19.72 48.30
3 Undecided 6 8.45 20.70
4 Disagree 2 2.82 6.90
5 Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 —

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

TABLE XXVI

COGNITIVE TASK USEFULNESS IN PROGRAM CONTINUATION DECISIONS

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 9 12.68 31.00
2 Agree 15 21.13 51.70
3 Undecided 3 4.23 10.30
4 Disagree 2 2.82 6.90
S5 Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 0.00
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=71 100.00 100.00




49

TABLE XXVII

COGNITIVE TASK USEFULNESS IN SUPPORTING ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS

% of % of

RATING Frequency Total Responses
1 Strongly Agree 7 9.86 24.10
2 Agree 15 21.13 51.70
3 Undecided 3 4.23 10.30
4 Disagree 3 4.23 10.30
S Strongly Disagree 1 1.41 3.40
No response 42 59.15 -

Total N=71 100.00 100.00

Research Question Seven

Research question seven was, "What was the relationship of ATT and
CTT with regard to the schedule for conducting CBA?" The majority of
respondents to the study indicated there is no set period for
conducting CBA. Usually the time for conducting the analysis is as
agreed to in each training programs. Comments from the respondents
indicated this is an area of increasing attention as use of CBA grows.
The need to meet fiscal year requirements and organizational needs are
some of the considerations for a schedule. See Table XXVIII for ATT

and Table XXIX for CTIT responses on schedules.
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TABLE XXVIII

ACTION TASK SCHEDULE FOR CONDUCTING COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

% of % of
VARIABLE Frequency Total Responses
a. Within one year 6 8.45 21.40
b. W/I six months after 5 7.04 17.90
completion of ea. session.
c. W/l six months after 7 9.86 25.00
program completion.
d. No set period, usually 10 14.08 35.70
as agreed in ea. training
program.
No response 43 60.56 _
Total N=71 100.00 100.00

TABLE XXIX

COGNITIVE TASK SCHEDULE FOR CONDUCTING COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

% of % of
VARIABLE Frequency Total Responses
a. Within one year 6 8.45 20.70
b. W/ six months after 3 4.23 10.30
completion of ea. session.
c. W/l six months after 3 4.23 10.30
program completion.
d. No set period, usually 17 23.94 58.60
as agreed in ea. training
program.
No response 42 59.15

Total N=71 100.00 100.00
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Research Question Eight

Research question eight was, "What was the relationship of ATT and
CTT with regard to the satisfaction with results of CBA?"

Action Task Training. The respondents rated the overall results

of CBA for their ATT as "somewhat satisfied.'" See Table XXX.

TABLE XXX

SATISFACTION WITH RESULTS OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS
FOR ACTION TASK TRAINING

% of % of
VARIABLE Frequency Total Responses
1 Completely Satisfied 1 1.41 3.60
2 Somewhat Satisfied 20 28.17 71.40
3 Neither Satisfied 6 8.45 21.40
nor Dissatisfied

4 Somewhat Dissatisfied 1 1.41 3.60
S5 Completely Dissatisfied 0 0.00 0.00
No response 43 60.56

N=71 100.00 100.00
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The respondents rated the overall

results of CBA for their CTT as ''Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied."

See Table XXXI.

TABLE XXXI

SATISFACTION WITH RESULTS OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING

% of % of
VARIABLE Frequency Total Responses
1 Completely Satisfied 2 2.82 6.70
2 Somewhat Satisfied 7 9.86 23.30
3 Neither Satisfied 18 25.35 60.00
nor Dissatisfied

4 Somewhat Dissatisfied 3 4.23 10.00
S Completely Dissatisfied 0 0.00 0.00
No response 41 57.74 -

N=T1 100.00 100.00

Research Question Nine

Research question nine was, "What was the relationship of

demographic questions to responses on use of non-use of CBA?"

Demographic questions in the survey included the number of years the

respondents had been director, the number of years experience the
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director had as a training professional, the educational level
attained, the number of employees for which the director had training
responsibility, and the estimated training budget. Responses to these
questions are tabulated in Tables XXXII to XXXVI. Analysis of
relationship of the demographics to questions on use and non-use of CBA
follows in Tables XXXVII to XLI.

Responses indicated that approximately 35 percent of the
respondents had less than two years in the position. The respondents
(n=71) had a total of 372 years in the position of director of
training. See Table XXII.

The respondents had a total of 1,038 years of experience as
training professionals. The range of experience was from one to 30
years. The mode was 15 years. The data from responses is shown in
Table XXXIII.

The majority of respondents have Master's degrees of Doctoral
degrees. See Table XXXIV,

The scope of training responsibility shows that most of the
responding organizations have from 1,000 to 30,000 employees. See
Table XXXV.

The responses about training budgets are listed in

Table XXXVI.
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TABLE XXXII

NUMBER OF YEARS RESPONDENT HAD BEEN DIRECTOR OF
TRAINING (OR EQUIVALENT) FOR THE COMPANY

% of
Years Dir. Trng. Frequency Responses
1 17 23.90
2 9 12.70
3 7 9.90
4 4 5.60
5 5 7.00
6 6 8.50
7 3 4.20
8 4 5.60
9 4 5.60
10 5 7.00
11 1 1.40
12 3 4.20
16 1 1.40
17 1 1.40
20 1 1.40

372 N=71 100.00
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NUMBER OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS A
TRAINING PROFESSIONAL
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% of
Years Experience Frequency Responses
1 2 2.80
2 1 1.40
5 4 5.60
6 1 1.40
7 2 2.80
8 2 2.80
9 3 4.20
10 8 11.30
11 2 2.80
12 4 5.60
13 4 5.60
14 2 2.80
15 10 14.10
16 2 2.80
18 1 1.40
19 1 1.40
20 8 11.30
21 4 5.60
22 1 1.40
23 1 1.40
25 5 7.00
28 1 1.40
30 2 2.80
x Freq.
1038 N=71 100.00
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CHARACTERISTICS BY EDUCATION
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% of
EDUCATION Frequency Responses
Bachelor Degree 23 32.40
Masters Degree 39 54.90
Doctoral Degree 9 12.70
N=71 100.00
TABLE XXXV
SCOPE OF TRAINING RESPONSIBILITY
(NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES)

% of

SCOPE EMPLOYEES Frequency Total
a. 1-1,000 7 9.90
b. 1,001-10,000 22 31.00
c. 10,001-20,000 15 21.10
d. 20,001-30,000 13 18.30
e. 30,001-40,000 1 1.40
f.  40,001-50,000 3 4.20
g. 50,001-70,000 5 7.00
h.  70,001-90,000 2 2.80
i. 90,001-Over 3 4.20
N=71 100.00
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CHARACTERISTICS BY TRAINING BUDGET
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% of

SCOPE BUDGET $ Frequency Total
a. 1-50,000 6 8.50
b. 50,001-100,000 4 5.60
c. 100,001-200,000 7 9.90
d.  200,001-400,000 14 19.70
e. 400,000-600,000 10 14.10
f.  600,001-800,000 5 7.00
g. 801,000-1 m 6 8.50
h. 1m1-10 m 13 18.30
i. 10 m 1-Over 6 8.50

N=T1 100.00

Cross analysis of relationships of demographics to responses of

use and non-use of CBA were as follows.

Cross analysis of the number of years on the position of director

to responses on use and non-use of CBA is indicated in Table XXXVII.

Cross tabulation of directors years of experience to responses on

use and non-use of CBA are shown in Table XXXVIII.
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TABLE XXXVII

CROSS TABULATION OF DIRECTORS YEARS IN POSITION TO
USE OR NON-USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Done Total Yrs % of Avg. yrs
Resp. CBA? % on the job Total Yrs. on job
33 Yes 46. 187 50.27 5.67
38 No 54. 185 49.73 4.87
n=71 100. 372 100.00
TABLE XXXVIII
CROSS TABULATION OF DIRECTORS YEAS OF EXPERIENCE
TO USE OR NON-USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS
Done Total Yrs of % of Avg. yrs
Resp. CBA % Experience Total Yrs. Experience
33 Yes 46. 492 47.40 14.91
38 No 54. 546 52.60 14.37

n=71 100. 1038 100.00
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Cross tabulations of educational level attainment to the responses
on use and non-use of CBA indicated no major difference for the
Bachelor and Master's degree. Use of CBA by those directors having

Doctor's degrees exceeded those with lesser degrees. See Table XXXIX.

TABLE XXXIX

CROSS TABULATION BY EDUCATION OF DIRECTORS TO
USE AND NON-USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Done
Resp. CBA % Bachelor % Masters % Masters %
33 Yes 46. 11 47.83 18 47.40 7 77.78
38 No 54. 12 52.17 21 53.82 2 22.22
n=71 100. 100.00 100.00 100.00

Cross tabulation of responses on number of employees to responses
on use and non-use of CBA revealed there was no significant trend
(x2 = 6.28m df = 3, p=.099). In the chi-square analysis Table XL was
collapsed for columns a-b, c-d, e-f, and g-i. For those organizations
having over 50,000 employees the responses indicated they had done CBA
more than organizations with a smaller number of employees. See Table

XL.



TABLE XL

CROSS TABULATION BY NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES TO USE AND NON-USE
OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Resp Done % a b c d e f g h i
CBA 1- 1,001- 10,001- 20,001- 30,001- 40,001- 50,001- 70,001- 90,001-
1,000 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 70,000 90,000 over

33 Yes 46. 1 9 7 7 1 1 3 2 3
38 No 54. 6 13 8 6 0 2 2 0 0
n=71 100.

09
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Cross tabulation of responses on training budgets to responses on
use and non-use of CBA indicated a significant trend (X2 = 19.11, df=3,
p=.001). In the chi-square analysis Table XLI was collapsed for
columns a-b, c¢-d, e-g, and h-i. Organizations with training budgets
over one million dollars had done more CBA than organizations with

smaller training budgets. See Table XLI.
Summary

The results of the study were tabulated and reported in this
chapter. Nine divisions, matching the basic research questions, were
utilized to report the results. The survey consisted of three parts
with questions designed to answer the basic research questions.

The study addressed the question of use of formal and informal CBA
on any training by the respondents. The questionnaire then
specifically addressed questions on the use of CBA on two types of
training, ATT and CTT. The part three questions were demographics
about the respondents and their organizations.

A total of 71 usable responses or 35.5 percent of the n=200
population were used to report the results of the study. The responses
were tallied and the data were listed in frequency distribution tables.
The data were reported based on analysis of the tables. Cross analysis
of ATT and CTT responses indicated no marked lack of association. |
Analysis of demographics on training budgets to use and non—use of CBA
indicated a significant trend for those with higher budgets to do more
CBA than those with lower budgets. Comments made by the respondents
were reported in this chapter or summarized in Appendix H.

Conclusions, findings, and recommendations were reported in Chapter V.



TABLE XLI

CROSS TABULATION OF TRAINING BUDGET TO USE AND NON-USE
OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Resp Done % a b c d e f g h i
CBA $ 1- 50,001- 100,001- 200,001- 500,001- 600,001- 800,001- 1MI1- 10M1-
50,000 100,000 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1M 10M over
33 Yes 46. 0 1 1 5 5 3 3 10 6
38 No 54. 6 3 6 9 5 2 3 3 0
n=71 100.

¢9



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, FINDINGS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The scope of this descriptive study was to gather needed
info?mation about the present practice of use of cost benefit analysis
(CBA) for action task training (ATT) and cognitive task training (CTT)
from a population of directors of training. Literature highlighted the
need for industrial and other training activities to adopt systems of
CBA to prove the worth of their training prograﬁs.

The declining economic conditions in industry, product
competition, lack of quality, loss of production, and increased need
for training to meet the needs of new and revised technological
advances were but a few of the causes of management attention on
training functions for support.

While the human resourceAfield reacted with many articles on the
need for CBA techniques to be developed and adopted, there was little
or no collective information on which to base knowledge of practices
being used to determine the worth of training and the percentage of
application of CBA to ATT and CTT. This information was considered
vital not only to gather data on actual practice but to provide for

future decisions in areas of CBA application to training. The
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information could help other industrial directors of training, human
resource development professionals and educators to better understand
current practice.

This study was designed to address the problem of the lack of
adequate information being available on CBA use from a population of
directors of training.

The study surveyed directors of training in the Fortune 200
industries about the use of CBA on two types of training, ATT and CTT.
Action task training was related to technical training and cognitive
task training to management training. The questionnaire was also used
to gather information on whether or not the population had used CBA
techniques formally or informally on any of their training in the last
two years. Those who had done CBA on their training were asked
what was the application of CBA to ATT and CTT. With these
determinations made, those who had done CBA on ATT and/or CTT were asked
to answer the questions about what they considered to be important
criteria for application of CBAusefulness of CBA results to training
director functions; schedules for conducting the CBA on their
trainingtand their overall satisfaction with results of conducting CBA
on their training.

Demographics about the population were also obtained, tabulated
and cross tabulated.

In descriptive studies one generally is asking questions that have
not been asked before, and usually an instrument has to be developed
for the specific study, as was the case in this study. The instrument
questions were developed from important data in the literature review.

They were then structured for the population using appropriate
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definitions and language to communicate what information was needed.
The instrument was reviewed by subject matter experts, refined, and
then pilot-tested for reliability on a group of Oklahoma industrial
directors of training fitting most characteristics of the target
population. This took much time, analysis and revision. The
instrument was finalized and sent to the target population.

Because of the summer vacation period, level of the target
population, nature of the study, and mail time throughout the United
States, getting the subjects to return the questionnaires required the
original mailing, a first and second follow-up by mail, and telephone
calls.

The results of the study are tabulated in Chapter IV by the nine
research questions and the survey questions designed to gather the
data. This information provided a description of current practice and
a basis for future study of the subject area.

Conclusions and recommendations based on the results of the study

are as follows.

Findings and Conclusions

Finding

The responses of the population studied indicated that 54 percent
of the population did not use any formal or informal CBA on any of

their training in the last two years.

Conclusion

The use of CBA for training by industrial training organizations

is increasing slowly but still leaves much to be desired.



Finding

Forty-six percent of the responding population indicated they had
used formal or informal cost benefit analysis on their training in the
last two years. Those who had applied CBA to ATT rated the
satisfaction of overall results as "Somewhat Satisfied." Respondents
who indicated they had applied CBA to CTT they rated the satisfaction

with overall results as "Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied."

Finding

The responses from the population studied rated the training needs
analysis, training and related costs, performance tasks, and
performance standards, as 'very important" to planning use of CBA for

ATT. The training request was rated as "important."

Conclusion

Important criteria for anlaysis of application of CBA to ATT

includes front-end planning documentation and processes.

Finding

In the front-end planning documentation and processes for CTT, the
responses from the population studied rated the training needs analysis
as "very important" to planning use of CBA. The training request was
rated "important." Performance tasks and performance standards were

rated as "neither important nor unimportant,' perhaps

because they usually do not exist for management training.
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Conclusion

Important criteria for analysis of application of CBA to CTT place

ma jor emphasis on justifying the need for the training.

Finding

On ATT and CTT the majority of the respondents indicated that they
"strongly agreed' or "agreed" that CBA is useful in compiling budget
data, proving the worth of training, obtaining training funds, program

continuation decisions, and supporting organizational goals.

Conclusion

Cost benefit analysis results for training can be useful and

beneficial for several human resource development functions and duties.

Finding

The majority of responses to the survey questions on schedule for
conducting the CBA indicated it is usually as agreed to in each
training program. (In other words, there is no set schedule.) Some
respondents indicated that the sét schedule for conducting the analysis
was within one year and others within six months after completion of

each training session or program.
Conclusion

When the use of CBA has been decided upon for a training program,a
determination is made as to when it will be conducted.

Comments indicated that this is an area of attention because of the
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need for the information from a fiscal year point of view. As use of

CBA for training increases, this area may become more formalized.

Finding

There appears to be no marked lack of association between types of

training on use of CBA for training.

Conclusion

The use of CBA for training as a formal process requires a definite
knowledge of training and related costs to be applied to each element of
the training to provide a rational model. Either one knows the
information or one cannot use CBA in its formal sense. With the problems
of intangible costs, it may be that a sort of informal use of CBA
techniques may become acceptable to use the perceived benefits for
justification. However, this is not a real substitute, but a '"best you

can do at this time" approach.

Conclusion

The study results indicated there was no marked lack of

association between answers for ATT and CTT.

Finding

This study revealed the population to be highly educated
with the majority having Master's and Doctoral degrees. Many
of those who have Bachelor's degrees indicated they had additional
graduate level hours. Each had an average number of about 15 years of

experience. There appeared to be no major difference indicated between
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these factors and the use or non-use of CBA by Bachelor's and Master's
holders. For those with Doctor's degrees, however, CBA was used more
than the others, and they primarily worked in plants having the greater

numbers of employees and training budgets over one million dollars.
Conclusion

All of the respondent directors of training to this study have
college degrees and many years of experience as training

professionals.

Finding

Respondents with large training budgets used CBA more than those

respondents with smaller training budgets.
Conclusion
Analysis of responseé indicated this to be a significant trend.
Recommendations

The following are recommendations made as a result of this
research.

A comprehensive front-end analysis of training should be conducted
prior to the application of cost benefit analysis (CBA) to action task
training (ATT) or cognitive task training (CTT). Front-end training
documentation and processes for analysis and approval of training
should be reviewed by the human resource development department to
assure that the information needed for CBA application is available and

included in the review. This area should include such material as the
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training needs analysis, the training and related cost data, the
training request, the performance tasks and the performance standards
for the training.

Additional research should be conducted on other training
population administrators to gather information on their use of CBA
for their Action Task Training and Cognitive Task Training. This could
serve to improve knowledge about practice in the subject area.

Further research should be supported and conducted on other
aspects and variables of human resource development needs in the area
of CBA for training. Research is an answer to what is happening and
what is needed to move the profession forward in this complicated area
of practice.

Consideration might be given to the establishment of a graduate
level course or seminar type of training on CBA techniques for
training. The course should be for directors of training and other
training professionals.

Directors of training should consider establishment of basic
policy statements for evaluation of training on a CBA basis.

In view of the slow but increasing formal use of CBA for training,
schedules for conducting the analysis should be reviewed by the
training department with consideration to fiscal year and other

organizational needs for the CBA data.
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Oklahoma State University / STRATER. QMR 14078040

CENTER FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT
COLLECE OF EDUCATION

June 26, 1989
Dear Tralning Director, .

This study concarmns the usa of cost banefit analysis for training. We especially want your
rasponse bacause of your expertise and actual experience in diracting industrial training
practicas.

Wa are attempting to datermine the impact of cost benefit analysis on the two major types of
task training: Action Task, which is training to perform physical or skill centerad activity,
generally as in Technical Training and Cognitive Task, which Is training to perform mantally,
generally as in Management Training. The attached questionnaire has bean designed and
tested to obtain the necassary information while requiring a minimum of your time.

It will be appraciated if you will complete the qdesﬁonnaire prior to July 14, 1989 and return it
In the enclosad stampad envelope.

We would be pleased to send you a summary of the report. Entcr your name and address and
chack the box. The respondents name and address will ba used to coraspond with you,
otherwise it will be held in confidence. The entering of your name and address is optional.
Thanks for cooperating and sharing your expertise.

Faculty Advisoar,

William R Venabla Du'ector
Dactoral Candidate Oklahoma State University
Oklahoma State University Canter for Human Resource
c/o 712 Procter Place Development 1-405-744-6275
Midwaest City, Ok. 73110

1-405-732-1168

2 Encis: Questionnaire &
stamped return envelops

Io>-

ool
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Oklahoma State University STuwATER. OKaHouA 11078006
(408} 7446275

SCHOOL OF OCCUPATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION
COLLECE OF EDUCATION

July 15,1888

Dear Training Director and Colleague,

We have enclosed a follow-up copy of our questionnaire we sent
to.you in June. With the vacation period it may have become
delayed. We especially want your input as a professional with
expertise and experience in training administration. Won't

you please help us by taking a few minutes of your time to
complete the questionnaire. and return it prior to August 4§,
19688 in the envelope. encloaed?

The study about the use of cost benefit analysis for training
is needed and important. The two page questionnaire can be-
completed in lesas than nine minutes. We really need your input.
By cooperating you will assist in completing the research study
for the center and my doctoral dissertation. We will bs most
appreciativa of your prompt support. Thanks for ccoperating.

ersly yours, Faculty Advisor,
m L i 4 s

udy/4 Andrea, Doctoral Dr.William R. Venable, Director
Candidate : Oklahoma State University
Oklahoma State University Center for Human Resource

o/0 712 Procter Place Development 1-405-744-6275
Midwest City, Ok, 73110

1-405-732-1168

2 Encls: Questionnaire &
stamped return envelope

|
£

[A3

cenTENAL

Calsbrating the Past. . . Preparing for the Future
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klahoma State University STULWATER OKLAHOMA 740780406
(405} 7440275

SCHOOL OF OCCUPATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION
COLLECE OF EDUCATION
August 25,1989

Dear Training Director and Colleague,

We have enclosed a follow-up copy of our questionnaire we sent
to you in June, With the vacation period it may have become
delayed. We especially want your input as a professional with
expertise and experience in training administration. Won't

you please help us by taking a few minutes of your time to
completa the questionnaire and return it prior to Septamber 7,
1989 in the envelope enclosed?

The study about the use of cost benefit analysis for training
is needed and important. The two -page questionnaire can be

complated in leas than nine minutes. We will be most
appreciative of your prompt support. Thanks for cooperating.

sraly yours, Faculty Advisor,
UL i Z e

Andrea, Doctoral Dr.William R. Yenable, Director
Candidate Oklahoma State University }
Oklahoma State University Center for Human Resource
c/0 712 Procter Place Development 1-405-744-6275
Midwest City, Ok. 73110 :
1-405~-732-1168

2 Encls: Questionnaire &
stamped return envelope

=)o -

CENTENNIAL

Calebrsiing ihe Past . . . Preparing for the Fukre
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CENTER FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY

Impact of Cost Benefit Analysis on Action Task
and Cognitive Task Training

Rasearcher: Audaiph A. D'Andrea
Advisor: Dr. William R. Vanable

INSTRUCTIONS

General
1. This study is concamed with the use of cost benelit analysis by your training organization, in the past iwo years. The sharing of
Your axpeniss on the actual use ol cost bensit analysis 1or raining will help provide a belisr Undersianding cf Conlsmparary pracics

and needs fof the future.

2. DEFINITION OF TERMS

ACTION TASK TRAINING - Training to periorm psychomotor,
manual, physical of skill cantered aciviy. Action Tasks have
sisps which are specilic. Each step is cbseivable, measurable,
and is periormed in a relalively shor period of time. This task has
3 beginning and end, and s independent ol clher actions. An
sxample would be 10 build a bookcass. Technical training is
generally action 1aak yraining.

COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING - Training 10 periorm mentally.
Coganitive behaviors such as evalualing, deciding, of
discriminating are mental procasses which are not cbsarvable,
and do not follow a preciss ordes that is easily delinable of
measwable. Management training is generaly cognitive task

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS - A systamalic approach of
COMParng company costs of 8 program 10 1he resuls of the
pogram. Tha loliowing are sxampiss relaling 1o training:

(U} deWmmnmsumo
potantial advantages ol implementing a new Uaining program in
the organization.

(2) The process ol comparing training OGram expenses o
the income of the savings 10 the company as a fesull of Uaining
that resaived problams in quality, production, sales, and smployee
bahavior, canirontad by the organization.

DIRECTOR OF TRAINING - The administrator of human
1630UICe development.

TASK « A meaningiul unit of work activity generally periormed on
the job by cne worker within a limited penod of time. This task is
logical and necassary 10 reach a singie cbjective of ouiput. A
task is a series of actions or behaviors which accomplishes a
goal. Tasks ase divided inlo two major types:

1. Action Tasks
2. Cogniive Tasks

3. COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Alter reviewing the cover latier and instructions, ploase compisie
the qussucnnaire using (he guidancs in sach qussuon. Maost
questions requise only a check mask and all quastions can be
answesed in 9 minutes of less. Any commanis or allachmants
you may otief 10 us 10 provide a balisr undersianding of yous
sysiem wouid ba weicomed.

4. RESPONDENT'S ADDRESS BLOCK
- OPTIONAL -

Enter address iniormation. To request a summary of the study,
(check the bax).

Nama:
Tuls:

Address;
City:
Telephone Number: asea cods { —-)

D | would like 10 recaive a summary of your study. Please
send it 1o the above addsess.

5. RETURN OF THE COMPLETED
QUESTIONNAIRE

Slats: Zip Cods:

Pleass uss the anciosed addressed, stamped envelopa (o retusn
the compieted questionnaise 10:

Rudolph A. D'Andrea
712 Procier Place
Midwest City, Oklahoma 73110

THANKS FOR SHARING YOUR EXPERTISE
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QUESTIONNAIRE

PART | - ABOUT THE USE OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR TRAINING

1. Has your erganizasion sone ANY formal or inlormal 608t bensi analysis Kr yous Saning in the last o years?
{Chack ane)

D a YES D b.°NO ‘it no, g3 1 PART Wi, Ocherwise campisie PARTS |, II, il

2 Has your arganizasion Gons cost benels analysis (or e I0kowang fypes of Waining in the last wa years?

| ACTION TASK TRAINING | |
(Check ane)
D s YES D b.°NO  ‘lino, please o

below. (Check as appropnals)

D 1. Lack of sysiem? D Comment:

D 2. No direction 10 00 s0?

D 3. Too costy?

O 4. Not s major ?

| COGNITIVE TASK TRAINING |
(Check ane)
DGYES Dd.’NO ‘il no, pissse o ina

{s) below. (Check as appropnaie)

D 1. Lack ol sysmm? D Comment:

D 2 No airecaon ©© @0 sa?

D 3 Too costy?

D 4. Not a major ? '

PART Il - ABOUT THE APPLICATION OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR TRAINING

1. Pisase use e scale of 1 1 § 10 idenuly the level of 1 « Very imponani

IMEONANCS of CrAeNa lisied below 07 §1e 8pECASON OF COst 2 - impanant

bensii anaiysis 10 e types of Kmnng ksied. 3 - Neunar imponant of Unimponant
4 « Unmponant
§ « Vary Ununponans

2

r—————————— ————
TYPE OF TRAINING coemef — ACTION TASK COGMTIVE TASK

112131415

1

23

415

& POLICY on e @ saui sunma anans

& TAAINING ASQUEST

6 TAAINING NEEDS ANALYSIS

6 TAAINING ANO RELATED COSTS

o PEAFORMANCE TASKS

L PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
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2 Inckcale how useiul GOst beneik analysis 18 lor acaan WAsk UainNg and Of COGNIEVE 1ask Faining accaraing (0 he lolowing scale.

1 - Suangiy Agree Comment.
2+ Agree
3 - Unaaded
4+ Disagree
5 « Suongly Disagree
1 2
FORTYPES OF TRANING s==mtmd — ACTION TASK TASK
Coal bomaii anaiyms 6 11 2]afafshi]2falals
& USEFUL IN COMPMULING BUOGET DATA
[ USEF 3¢ 3
0 USERA ¢ OATANNG TAANSG FNOS
& USEFIA 4
& USEFLA 4 BuPP [ GoALs

A MMMﬁmthbm,muuMhmnmﬁn Please check 1he appropriale irequency of
comment o e lypes of Iaining kisied below.

. 3 Comment:
TYPES OF TRAINING ==mmesnd  ACRIONTASK | COGMTVE TASK
& WITH4 ONG VEAR
0. TN 648 () MONTHS AFTEA BACH SSAS0M
& WATH B4 48) MONTHS AFTER PROGAAM COMMETED
& MO SET PEAIDD. UBUALLY AS AGAEED TO
GAGH TAASISE PACOAMS
4. Ovenall, how 813580 Was YOUr OIGANIZALON With e fesuils of Cast benelit analysi on your ¥aining in the last wo years?
Comment.
1« Compisialy Sasslied
2+ Somewnat Sassied
3 « Neshet Sasshed nor Dissassiied
4-S Oicxarshad
$ « Compieisly Dissanshed

mummmiumum-\
11213141 5

& ACTION TASK TAADMNG
8 COOMITIVE TASK TAANNG

PART lll - ABOUT YOU AND THE SCOPE OF YOUR ORGANIZATION'S PROGRAM

1. How many years. 10 the nearess year, have you been duacsr of Waining (of equivalent) kor this company? YEARS
e et
2. How many years ol expenence, (0 the nasrest year, 0o you have as & Faining prolessional? YEARS
- LR
3. Whatis e highest you have ?
High School, Associais, Bachelor, Masier. or Docioral Degres: EDUCATION
4. The scope of yous averall ¥aning rasponsbility covers how many emoloyees of this y? (Chack ona block)
a b. c. d. e. 1. g. h. i
. . 0.001 - 001 « 001 - 001 . 70,009 - vl
s, | weoh | el | men- | ey | oo | me | Rl | 36 |
5. What was your tolal esamaiad training budaet for 19887 Chack one black.
a. b. = | d. . f. g. h. .
1 - 50.000 50.001 100,001 - 200.001 - 400,001 - 600,001 - 800,001 - i . ov
goliars 100000 | 200000 | 00000 | 600000 | 800000 Lo 10 md $10md
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APPENDIX “D*
RESEARCH QUESTION NUMBER TO QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTION NUMBER

Research
Question Was answered by Questionnaire
Number Short title Part / Question Number

1 Use of CBA in general
for training? I l.a. , 1.b.

2 Use of CBA for ATT? I 2.a., 2.b., 2.b.(1),(2),(3),(4)

3 Use of CBA for CTT? I 2.c., 2.d., 2.4.(1),(2),(3),(4)
4 Relationship of‘CBA' I 2. , 2.b., 2.b.(1),(2),(3),(4)
Use on ATT & CTT? 2.¢., 2.d., 2.d.(1),(2),(3),(4)

5 Relationship of II 1.a.(1),1.b.(1),1.c.(1),1.d.(1),
Important Criteria l.e.(1),1.£.(1),1.2.(1)
for CBA Application 1.a.(2),1.b.(2),1.c.(2),1.d.(2)
to ATT & CTT? l.e.(2),1.£.(2),1.g.(2)

6 Relationship of CBA II 2.a.(1),2.b.(1),2.c.(1),2.d.(1)
Usefulness of Results 2.a.(2),2.b.¢(2),2.c.(2),2.4d.(2)
ATT & CTT? .

7 Relationship of II 3.a.(1),3.b.¢(1),3.c.(1),3.d.(1)
Schedule for Conducting 3.a.(2),3.b.(2),3.¢c.(2),3.d.(2)
CBA on ATT & CTT?

8.Relationship of II 4.a. , 4.b.

Satisfaction with
Results of CBA
Conducted on ATT & CTT?
9.Description of IIr 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Demographics




APPENDIX "D"
QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESEARCH QUESTION CHECK LIST
RQ 1. Did the population USE any formal or informal Cost

Benefit Analysis (CBA) on ANY of their training in the
last two years?

QQ Part I 1.a. Yes..... Part I 1.b. No.....
total total
( Percent) Yes. . No.
% of pop X of pop

RQ 2. For their Action Task Training (ATT), did the
population use CBA in the last two years?

QQ Part I 2.a, Yes..... (Percent) Yos......

total % of pop

2.b. No ..... " ¢( Percent) No ..... .

total % of pop
(why no) 2.b, (1) Lack of System ceeae cenee
(2) No direction to do so ..... e
(3) Too Costly veeee e

(4) Not a Major Concern ceees

totals %X 6f.§$p
Analysis of Comments:

00 0000000000600 000600000000000000000000000000000000000000c000c0

RQ 3 Did the population USE CBA for their Cognitive Task
Training in the last two years? :

QQ Part I 2.c. Yes ..... (Percent) Yes.....
total % of pop
2.d. No ..... (Percent) No.......
total % of pop
(why no) 2.d. (1) Lack of System ceeeee Cesen
(2) No direction to do so ceseen ssese
(3) Too Costly Ceeens eeee
(4) Not a Major Concern veeens cesee

totals X of pop
Analysis of Comments:

se0eccccsssencece ee e s s s escssesess e D I R I I A I N

RQ 4 What was the relationship between ATT and CTT with
regard to USE of CBA in the last two years by the population?

(Compare QQ) 2.a.,2.b. and 2.b. (1),(2),(3),(4)
(report to 2.c.,2.d. and 2.d. (1),(2),(3),(4)
relationship)

89




RQ 5§ As rated by the population, what was the relationship
between ATT and CTT with regard to important criteria for
CBA application? :
(1) (2)
ACTION TT COGNITIVE
Rating- 12345 12345
QQ Part Il l.a., Policy..ciieivieienes vineooonse covasaneas
b. Training Request..... ctescessre sesssesaans
c. Needs Analysis....... Cesecaases  easaes cene
d, Training Costs....... ...civeeee coevecenns
e,
f,

€. CBA Model............ D
(List rating totalg under ATT and CTT)
( Compare) 1.a.(1) thru 1 g.(1) to 1.a.(2) thru 1.g.(2).
report
relationship)

Analysis of Comments:

RQ 6 For ATT and CTT, what was the relationship regard to
Usefulness of CBA results, as rated by the population?

(1) (2)
ACTION COGNITIVE TT
Rating- 12345 12345

QQ Part II
2. useful in:
a. compiling budget data cetrsssee seeemvsons
b. proving Wworth of training .......ec. cceesoones
c. obtaining training funds ......... ...iceeees
d. program continuatiion dec ......... ..ieeseen .
e, supporting orgn. goals Cecesasee  sssssecssns

(List rating totals)

( Compare ) 2.a.(1) thru 2.e.(1) to 2.a.(2) thru 2.e.(2).

( report relationship)

Analysis of Comments:

90



RQ 7 "With regard to Schedule for Conducting CBA, what was
the relationship of ATT and CTT responses? -
(1) (2)
ACTION COGNITIVE

QQ Part II 3. a. Within one year = ...... e
b. Within six (8) months
after each session vesaee e
c. Within six (8) months
after program compl. Ceeaen PPN
d. No set time usually as
agreed in each program ...... Ceeenn

( List totals)
( Compare) 3.a.(1) thru 3.d.(1) to 3.a.(2) thru 3.d.(2).

(report relationship)
Analysis of Commengs:

RQ 8 What was the relationship of ATT & CTT with regard to
the population’s satisfaction of results of CBA conducted?

rating- 1 2 3 4 5
QQ Part II 4. a. Action Task Training Cesensesecean
b. Cognitive Task Training .........c0000

( List totals)

( Compare) 4.a. to 4.b.
( report relationship)

RQ 9 Describe the demographics studied about the population?

QQ Part III 1. Been Director of Training Years...... total

QQ Part III 2. Years expérienca. Years...... total

QQ Part III 3 Highest Education Attained H A B M D
Totals
(Percent) X of poppby HABMD

QQ Part III 4. Number of employees resp. for.
totals. for a. b. c¢. d. e. f. g. h. 1.
(chart)

QQ Part III 5. Training Budget 1988
totals for a. b. c, d. e. f. g. h. 1{.
(chart)
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PILOT TEST DRAFT

=i

Oklahoma State University |  snuwane oousran

SLULDING 406
(4080 6346375
KHOOEOIeﬁCUthONHLANQADUlTlOUCAﬂON.

Dear Traiaiang Dirscior,

We are pilot-testing this study which is concernsd with the
the use of cost benefit analysis for trainiang. We are
particularly desirous of cbvaining your ressponsss becauss

of your sxpertise and actual axperience in dirscting inaustrial
training practices. '

The study is attempting to determins the impact of cost basnetit
analysis on the LWo mudor types of task training: Action Task,
which i3z trataing to perform motor,manual, physical or skilled
‘centersd activity, generally as in Technical Training and
Cognitive Task, which i3 training to periora swatally,gunerally
as in NManagemsnt Training.Ths attached questionnairs has besen

degigned Lo obtain the.neceusary information while requiring a
ninisua of tiame,

Plesase read the instructions and complute the questionnaire for
your activity. Then, oa the bacK of the form pleass give us your
cosmants: (1) did you understand the questions? (2) Do you think
other industrial trainiag directors would uanderstand the questions?

(3) Any recoamendations for iaprovemunt in coateat, format or
structure?

Your responses ars important and will help providas educators and
other professionals in the humun rescurcs developmwnt fiwld with

a4 better understanding of contemporary practice and newds in the
future. .

It will be appreciated if you will complate the questionnaire
prior to May 28,1989 and return it in the addrassed, staaped,
eavelope unclosed, Other phases of ths research cannot be carried
out until we complete the analysis of the pilot-test data. We
would welcoms any commsntls you may have and any procedurss you may
attach that will help provide a hetter understanding your systes.
We would be pleased to send you a summary of tha report,check the
box next 10 your addrsss.The name and address of the respondent
will be used Lo correspond with you and otherwise will be held

in confidence. Thanks for cooperating and sharing your expertise.

eraly yours, Faculty Adv

Phlica— WAL b

.D"Andrea William R. VYenable.Dirsctor

State University Oklahoma State University
712 Proctsr Place Canter for Hiuman Resource
Midweat City,0k. 73110 Developaunt 1-405-744-6276
1-405-722-1188

2 Encla:Questicanaire &
atamsped rewurn eavelops

P

[x}
NN
CENBEECADE

19504 1750
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PILOT TEST DRAFT

1. CENERAL

This study i3 concerned with
the uss of cost benefit analysis
by your trainiag organization,ia
the last two years.

The sharing of vour sxperisncs
on the actual use of coat benerit
analysis for traiaing will help
provide a better understandiag of
coateaporary practice and needs
ia the fucture.

2. DEFINITION OF TERMS

AGTION TASK TRAINING., Training to
perfora psychomotor, manual,
physical or skill centersd

agtivity. Aotion Tasks have steps .

which are specific, £Each step is
observable, measurable aad is
periorsed in a relatively short
period of time. The task has a
beginning aad end and is
independent of other actions. An
example of action task would be
10 build a bookcase. Techaical
Training is generally action
task traiaing.

COCNITIVE TASK TRAINING.Training
t0 perfora mentally. Cognitive
behaviors such as svaluatiag,
deciding or discriminating ars
mental processes which are not
observable, and do not follow a
precise order that is sasily
definable or measurable.
Manajgeasat Training is gonerally
cognitive task training.

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

A “Systesatic Approach” of

of comparing company coats to
resulta.The following sxamples
relate to training:

(1)The process of coaparing
expeoted sxpenses to the
potential advantages of
implesenting a new trainiang
progras in the organization.
(2) The process of

coaparing training program
expunses to tha income or
savings to the company as

a result of training that
resolved probleas in quality, .
production,sales, bahavior,
sto,contfroated by the
organization.

Instructions

DIRECTOR OF TRAINING The
adsinistrator of Human
Ressource Devslopasut.

" TASK A meaniangful unit of

work activity yenerally
pertormed on the Jjob by one
worker within a limited
period of time, This task

is logical and necessary

to achieving a single
objective or output. A series
of actions or behaviors which
accomplishes a goal. Tasks
are divided into two major
types: Aotion Tasks and
Cognitive Taaks.

J. COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Aftor raviswing thy cover lettar
ons lease raiate

your Tochnical Training to Action
Tag! and your Managoment

Iral

and complete the questionnaire

using the guidance in eac usstion.
Hoat questions oaly requirs a chwek

mark and can be completed in a few
ainutes. Any coaments you say have
or attachasnts you say have to
provide a better uanderstanding of
of your system would be welcomed.

4. RESPONDENTS ADDRESS BLOCK

Enter address inforsation.
To request a summary of the
study, check ths box.

§. RETURN OF COMPLETED
QUESTIONNAIRE

Please use the onclosad, atamped
eavelope to return ths coapleted
questionnairs to:

Rudolph A. D'Andrea
Oklahoma State University
712 Procter Place

Midwest City, Oklahosa 73110
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PILOT TEST QUESTIONNAIRE " DPAFT

PART X ABQUT THE \SE OF COST BDNCFIT AMALYSIS FOR TRAIRALKG

l.unNuwdaﬁmmﬁmtmu:mnulmmmmmmwtn-nyun? Y o

l:m_, b. N ._J ® If na, go t0 Part III, Otherwise continue with Parts I, 11,115,
[ ] .

1. a2 your arganiaation Gons COSC Dwnwbit andiysis for yousr ACTION TASK ATAINING a0 Gim a3
=}
oo years? v

[..u:_ be N3 emme | # If 1o, plsass canment or indicate ressanis) bslas by ¥ a3 spiwopeiate,

[m lack of a systemio.| (2) No duudm $0 G2 80 em, K3) TG CORTIYY ame {(4) HoT & aljor cONCRIN? e

[v=—""])

1, Has your Organiistion UGN COBE Dunafit aalysis (of your CLCHITIVC TASK TIWINING la Glm dust
o years? Vv :

A0 YIS s { Do NG e | * If 0, plaass cm-n:onhﬂun reason(a) belad by ¢ a3 apropsiats,
L]

(1) Lack of a systente—| (2) No direction to do sal— |(3) Too Costlylee|(4) Hat a major concarnl_

[V=TTTEy

PART II ADOUT MIT APPLICATION OF COST BQICITT AHALYSIS TOR TRAINLIG

1. A3 a result of your expariencs a3 & training director, what ia considsred isgortant data
in identifying criteria necessary for Us application of caat bensflt analysis to your
ACTIOH TASX TRATHING?
S

Please we the (olluding scila to mata tha jagortance
of the gaca Mistad and casmnt as you dusise.

)

v 11 2

a. POLICY cn wae of cost benefit analysis for Action Task Trainina,
b. TRAINUIC RORLST ¢ Trafning requirercnts, cbiecrives).

c. TRAINING NITIS ANALYSIS?

d._TRAINTIQ AVD OTHTR COSTS ( acoouneing peoducrion salue) .

. PERTORMNCE TASK L by steps)

. _PCRIGIMANCE STANDARDS?

£, OCVILONENT AMn CRL-TEXT OF COST MNMITT AWLYEIS MnFL (S) .
Casmnst’
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2, A3 a result of your experiencs a3 a training directar, Wit is considered iseactant data
in icentifving criteria nccsssary for the spphicition of caat benefit analysis to your

COGNTTIVE TASK TRAININGY
R —

Plsase wss the f0lloding scals 0 Tats the isportance
of the aacta Mated and CamENC 48 yOu Gssire.

J

a. POLICY on wse of coat benefit analysis for Copnitive Task-Areining.

b. TRAINING RIOULEST {_Training requiremencs, obieccives),

©. TRAINTNG NEITES ANALYSIS?

e —————————————

d. TRAINING AND OTHER CDSTS ( accounting,production,salss) .

e. PERIORMANCE TASK ( by steps) .

. PERTORWNCE STANDARDS? *

————————

.8 DOVOLORENT AND PRE-TEST OF (OST BINCITT ANALYSIS MOOCL (S) .
Cammsats

1. Ho¢ cices cost banafLiT analysis contribute To your dutica a3 dircotoe of tmiaing?

Plsass s the fallauing scals to Tute the wselulnas

of cost benafit analysis. N Y
_ (.,6“ Wl
Cost beimfit N\!l!li’ conaducted on ACTTON TASK TTAINING 1S:  ~ 102 §3 (u s

4. Useful In comiling budpor daea.

b, Useful in proving the worth of traininge.

. Uselul in cbtaining rraining funds?

d. Useful in procram continuition uecisions.

e Usoful in supporting organizarional poala.

Commnt:

4 o liot ans cout benelit analyals encributs e your curica a3 directar of tlalngl

Plaase wss tha fallauing sculs to ruzs the \selulnas
of cost bansfit analyais.

Cost benefit N\ll!lll caonducted an (NONITIVE TASK TRATNING 1S: v/

4. Useful In carpiling budger data,

b. saful in the worth of training,

S. Useful in obtaining training funds,

d: Useful in proqras continuation decisions.

e, Useful in supporring orpanizarional goals.
Commmats -
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ing

[ Meﬂthmlitmdahamu“mm,mghm chedule foo
the analysis? Pladse ¢ the sppropriate {musncy on cossaus for the cyros of training
ACTION TAK | CUOUTIVE TATK
TRALMING (1) | IRAINING (2)
oL RE R UL E—

Ustad balave

4. Within one yean.

b. Within six (6) ronths after each session.
o, Within six (€) months aften program camletion.
de No set periad, usually a3 agresd to in sach trainisg

Conumntl

BARE

LI e

L
§o Overall, how satisfisd uas your arganization with the :
hnl&t.mmmmmmmmwmmvm.
© £ b4
gk s [g
2 /< i:l" dfo
a3 2 5[
> &ls
3:-3 4 wfe
2181 J
i S -
sg8/°
Check one {or each qusacion, v G
: 1j2)a [w]| s

foe TTAINING?

a.
b._For COCUITINT TASK TRAINING?

PART 11X ABGUT YOU AHO TIEC SCOPC OF YOUR ONGAHIZATION'S PAOCRAM
EES———
l.lhmm.nn-mtm.lmmmmumdm
=l 00 squivalent) for This conpay]
2. liad many yeass of esparience tommuucm do have g—
tre sssional? ( lncl'u.h escnt lum; you e yrs.
Circle (ne
3. What is the higsst sducation you have aftalned? High School, Assaciate HABMD
Gages, bidnlor degee, Hister aspes, Locusal asgrees i

4o The scope of your overall uuhhummhﬂwmnhuwmb/mdmh

companyl v Qe

b. 1 e. d. a. £. g. h. i.

20,001~ 50,001~ (60,001~ | 100,001-] 120.001~| 140,0014.0ver
140,000 | 160,000 {260,001

40,001-{ 60,

ﬂ).oyees[ 42,000 | 60,000 |80,000 {100,000 {120,000
5. What was your total estimated training budget for 19882 Checkéona box.
he i.

350,001 j400,001
jar moxe

£. g.
300,001

be Ce d. e
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50,001 {100,000 {150,001 {200,001 {250,001
250,000 {300,000 {350,000 {400,000

1-50,000
dollars 100,000 {150,000 {200,000




THANK YOU FOR SHARING YOUR EXPERTISE:
Title

Respondeats Hame:
CLty

dd

Stat 2ip Cade

b

Telephone Nuaber : Area Code=— N

D I would like to receive a sumaary of your atudy, pleass send
iL L0 the above address,’

PLEASE REI‘I"IN THE COMPLETED QUESTIOMMAIRE 703
Oklaheaa State Uaiveratry
Rudalph 4. D'Andres
712 Prosser Plass
Hidwess Ciiy, Oklahosa 73130

“—

PILOT-TEST CQMMENTS:
1.

2.

3.
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APPENDIX G

REPORT ON PILOT TEST RESULTS
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REFORT ON RELIABILITY FILOT TEST OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

INTRODUCTION: An instrument had been developed to survey
the Fortune 200 industries director’'s of training to
determine the use of cost benefit analysis on two major
types ot task training, Action Task Training and Cognitive
Task Training. This reliability pilot test was made to have
a group of directors of training or equivelant training
administrators in Oklahoma City metropolitan area industries
test and review the cover letter, instructions and complete
the questionnaire. After which they would answer pilot test
questions (1) Did you understand the questions? (Z) Do you
think other directors of training would understand the
questions? and (3) Do youw have any recommendations for
improvement in content, tormat or structure?

FURFOSE: It was desirous to have a group of directors of
training that had considerable experience, expertise and
and education in managing industrial type training to help
pilot test and review the questionnaire for reliability of
purpose prior to surveying the Fortune 200 population.

METHOD: The pilot test of the draft cover letter,
instructions and questionnaire, was conducted by personal
contact with training administrators in fifteen 0klahoma
industries. Those selected closely met the purpose of the
exercise. This included respondents in private industry
and government activities. Some were members of the
American Society for Training and Development. The
participants were given the material, aftter a short
introduction as to the purpose of the exercise. They
were told to read the cover letter, instructions and
complete the questionnaire questions and pilot test
questions. Most chose to do so immediately, two chose
to mail the questionnaire back. Those that were mailed
back showed no particular differences in response than
those completed during the visit. Some of the industries
were local divisions of Fortune companies. All of the
participants were mast congenial. The majority expressed
an interest in the study and requested a summary be sent
to them.

RESULLTS: The results of the pilot test indicated the
following information about the participants.

The number of yvears as director of training with the
industry ranged from 2 to 20 years. The average was

7 years. The number of years experience as a training
professional ranged from 10 to 28 years. The average

=T

was 17 yvears. The majority, 53 percent, had Masters
degrees, 1% percent had Doctorate degrees and I3
percent had Eachelor degrees. The number of employees
for which they had training responsibility was twelve
activities 1-20,000 employees, two activities 40,000
- 60,000 employees and one over 160,000 employees.



Fage 2
The estimated training budgets for 1988 were five at
F1-50,000 3 one #50,001-100,000 ;3 three #150,001-
200,000 3 one F200,001- 250,000; and four over
F400, 000,
On use of cost benefit analysis formally or informally
for any training in . the last two vears, 874 reported
vyes and 13 % No.
On use of cost benefit analysis for Action Task Training
in the last two vyears, 73%4 reported yves and 27 7% no.
Those who said no reported the reason(s) as lack of
system and not a major concern.
For use of cost benefit analysis on Cognitive Task
Training in the last two years, &7 percent reported
yes and 34 percent no. The reason(s) {for the no
answers were reported as lack of system and not
a major concern. '
About Important criteria for cost benefit analysis
application to: ATT CTT
Importance: rating: 1 2 = 4 5001 2 3 4
FOliCYeeeaoaauann feseaeas 408 JET LS50 .08 L0 17 017 23
Training Request......... “.33 .23 .17 .17 .0 .17 .AZ2 .17
Needs ANAlysSiS..ceee.. eee A4S0 025 V2% 000 L0 L350 JED L0
Training % other costs... %.42 .23 .25 .0 .0 .29 i3 . 0O
Ferformance Task....... ee 042 JEZOV25 .00 L0 017 .08 .75 .0
Ferformance Standards.... %.42 .42 .17 .0 .0 33 .17 .50 .0

CBA model..iv.iiivnneannaas 417 (50 017 00 (0 .23 JE3 023 17

About Usefulness of cost benefit analysis to duties?

ATT CTT
Useful in: - rating: 1 2 mo4 5 1 2 34

compiling budget data....Z .50 .42 .08 .0 .0 CIE

proving worth of trainingZ .75 .17 .08 .0 .0 LE8 .08 L0

obtaining funds.......c..% (42 (50 .08 .0 0 .42 JEZ L25 .0
~e

program continuation dec.’% .42 .58 .0 .0 .0 .25 .42 .33 .0
support of organization..? .58 .42 .0 .0 .0 .42 .38 .Q .0

IEZOUIE L0

About when iz cost benefit analysis scheduled to be
conducted? : ATT CTT
Within One year.....oedrccriennonencrncansssnaassd 14 .14
Within six (4) months after each szession.......% .29 .29
Within six (&) months after program completion.% .14 .14
No set time, as agreed in training program.....% .43 .43

About satisfaction of results of application of cost
benefit analysis, the following was reported.

rating: 1 2 = 4 b
Ccs 8 NsSU &D D
Action Task Training: .08 .50 JEF .0 .08

Cognitive Task Training: “ .08 .08 .67 .08.08

L O
e
O
)
L0
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Fage 3
Filot test questions:

Did you understand the guestions? Yes.9X percent
* No .07 percent
* Comment: did not undestand CBA model qgquestion Fart II 2.g.

Did you think other directors of training would understand
the questions? Yes .93 percent
* No. .07 percent
Comment: ¥ most are clear except Fart II 2.g.

Do vou have any recommendations on content, format,
structure?

Fart 1 Question 1. show formal or informal (CERA
I F. Results of cognitive training are
measured hy managerial readiness %
communications skills.
I T. Need more formalized methods.
II L. Establishment of measurable performance

standards is critical not only to CEA
but to development of the individual.

II 1. CBA procedures have been in place for
vears and no turther models should be
needed.

II S. A front—end analvsis is done with most

training to determine what is the mast
efficient method of training.

II S. Follow-up needs to continue throughout
the year as business and training needs
change.

II &He We need to develop better techniques for

CBA for our training.

ITII 4, % 5. Range employees too high, Budget too

low.
III 4. Change range to small med large, see

numbers.

III 4., Change lower end to show smaller organs.



APPENDIX H

RESPONDENT'S COMMENTS
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SUMMARY 0OF RESFONDENTS COMMENTS

The following are paraphrases of other comments input by

respondents to the study about use of cost benetit analysis for
training.

1.

a.

10.

11.

12,

1.

The schedule for conducting cost benefit analysis is
tied to each program cycle and usually to the fiscal
year.

Action Task Training is responsibility of the
operating levels and is not planned , coordinated or
funded at this corporate level.

The schedule +for conducting cost benetit analvsis Ls
planned prior to the training.

In the past, analysis was intformal but it now beginning
to be more formal.

Our training development system considers cost benefit
analysis and model to be an integral part ot the front
end (meeting with customer) and analysis (deftining the
requirements) .

lLetting employees know they are respected and their
growth is important to the company is part ot the
trainers message. We do not believe benefits can or
should be directly linked to bottom line results.

Frogram needs are more important than budget
requirements. Strategic direction and outcomes
drive budget, not costs.

We are not certain cost benefit analysis received the
weight it deserves. Wants outweigh rational analysis.

For Cognitive Task Training, it is very difficult
to evaluate the impact of cost benefit analysis
on training.

Frimarily we track production of an employee atter
Lraining , and then performance after one year.

Just now asking tor data in the schedule area,
this is newly instituted process.

Uur Management and Supervisor training tends to be
skill based and as such is Action Task Training.

We are in the middle of an analysis, no post results
until next vear.
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14.

16.
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Developing & corporate edition of corporate business
strategy and return on investment impact measures.

Cognitive Task Training is corporate level concern,
but cost henefit analysis is not yet done. It is hard
to get a handle on how much more eftfective supervisors
are in coaching their smployses by spending #3500 on a
course. This 1s still an area of major concern.

Do not use a great deal of formal analysis, but, plan
to use benetfits (or perceived) benetits for marketing
purposes.
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