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CHAPTER I

. INTRODUCTION

Wifhin the realm of business and industry, the evidéncé :of; a; pa;fadiém shift is

’ apparent.. Business and industry Vwas on'ce.‘ an arena where»the resources of laﬁd, labor,
aﬁd capital, wheh—_utilized effectively, guaranteed success. This is no longer true. The
Oklahoma Départment of Vocational/Téchnical Eduéatioﬁ (ODVTE) has made an effort
to focus on an element vifal to the success of busine:sé aﬁd’ industfy, the development of an
organization’s human resources — specifically the development of management and
SuUpervisory éi{illS‘. Employers in Oklahoma business and industry organizations
acknowledge the neéd for such skills, hénce training has been developed and delivered to
meet this need. Héwever, the question must be asked, how well is the Oklahoma
Department of Vocational/Technical Education doing as a provider of training and are the
needs of customers being met? It is necessary to examine the training needs of these
organizations and detvermine if thé work done is focused in the direction of need. This
study will provide valuable information to the organizations béing surveyed, as well as the
Oklahoma Department of Vocational/Technical Education.. The benefit will come in the
form of a greater awareness of training needs of employees and an enhanced tool to

identify and meet those needs.



Background and Significance

of the Study

An examination of the general percei)tions of the targetéd organizétions
cbﬁceming management irairﬁng activities andvnee‘ds will benefit the organizations
th'ems.el\”/esﬂ an‘d‘ thésé who aré interesteci ip the ¢fﬁciency, productivity and growth of
those organizations. The organizatiéﬁé can'use the resulfts of the study to identiiygommon
needs and tactics to 'address those needs in similar obrganizations including source‘ and
' method of delivéry. Thé strengths and weaknesses of current activities can also be
anaiyZed with the results of the study.‘ In 1997, U.S. organizations with iOO or more
employees budgeted: over $58.6 billion for training — a five percent increase over 1996
(Training Magazine, 1997). Outside expenditures comprised of 'semjnars/conferences,
hardware, off—the—shglf materials, outside services, and custom mateﬁals accounted for
13.6 billion, 23% of the total budget. According to the study, seventy percent of U.S.
organizations will offer some training to first-line supervisors in 1998. Employers that
train supervisors will train an average of 31 individuals, that means 4.4 million supervisors
will receive some training in 1998 (Training Magazine, 1997). These estimates result in
148‘.3'.million hoﬁrs of training, based on an average of 34 hours per supervisor. As we
attempt to address this siniation, an obﬁous place to start is to assess the management

training activities and determine training needs.



Problem

To assist in the development and selection of appropriate management training,
information was needed regarding the current management training activities and

training needs of selected business and industry organizations in Oklahoma.
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to. examine management training needs and current

training activities of selected business and industry organizations in Oklahoma.
.- Research Questions

The basic focus of the study ‘was, what management training needs exjst and what
current training activities are taking place within the defined vpopulétion? The following
questions were developed to provide direction to the study:

1. How many organizations in the defined population have a training and
development specialist?

2. What management training activities are taking place?

W

How much management tréining is offered by these 6rganizations?

4. How are the current ﬁlanagement training initiatives Being delivered?

5. What limits traiﬁing’ oppoftu‘nitiesb for managers?

6. How mény assess their managers training needs?

7. What preferences do these organizations have concerning type, source, and

methods of training?

LI



Assumptions

The following assumptions were relevant to the conduct of this study:
1. The responses to the researcher's questions were conscientious expressions of
the perceptions, attitudes, opinions, and beliefs of the Managers/CEQ's.

2. The questionnaire was completed to the best of the person’s ability.

Scope

The following scope appliéd to ‘tlile sfﬁdy:

1. The population was llimited to t-he‘ business and,}in-dustr_y organizations in
Oklahoma who participated in the Training for Industry Programs ('fIP) since 1968.

2. The mail out éurvey limited the kind of response and the raw data.

3. The results of the study may only be applicable for organizations within the

population.
Definition of Terms

The following cieﬁnition of terms was offered to proifidev clarity and consisfency
throughout the study:

Manager - Those who are in charge of a ﬁmction(s), operation(s), or program(s) ,
regardless of whether they have anyoﬁe reporting to them or not. This would include

SUpervisors.



Management Training - Any formal training (workshops, seminars, progfarns
sponsoréd by the company) managers receive. This excludes oﬁe—on—one or on—thé—job
training. |

Oklahoma Department of Vocational/ Technical Education (ODVTE) - The
Oklahoma Department of Vocational/Technical Education provides leadership, resources,
and assures standards of excellence for a compréhensive statewide system of vocational
and technical education. That system offers programs and services in 29 area vo-tech
school districfs operating oﬁ 54 campuses, 399 compfehensiizé school districts, 15 inmate
training centers and two juvenile facilities. The department is governed by the State
Board for Vocational and Technical Education. Thé departmént also works closely with
the State Department of Education and the State Régents for Higher Education to provide

a seamless educational system for Oklahoma.

Summary

The development of managerial and supervisory skills is a critical issue for human
resource development practitioners. This issue is simply too important not to be
addressed. The lack of management training in business and industry organizations
contributes to the loss of contingent workers, decreased morale, 1ost profits and
customers, poor work enVironfnents, décreased customer service, and a host of éther ill
effects. The lack of information available about management training in Oklahoma

business and industry organizations complicates decision-making for the implementation



of this type of training. The purpose of this study was to examine management training
needs and current training activities of selected organizations in Oklahoma to provide

information for those making management training decisions.

.



" CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE.
Introduction

The demand from the marketplace for speed, quality, customization, timeliness, - -
and variety of products and services hanchanged the landscape for doing business. The
use of technology; the relentless speed of change, and the skills that Workjng people need
have changed the nature of work itself. The increasing pressure from these forces drives a
constant search for better performance, from the simplest task to the most complex
corporate strategy. The new reality is that the dynamic nature of individual learning and
performance, particularly at the management level, turns this into a race without a finish
line. To even begin the race, we must first answer the question: What do business people
mean when they talk about individual learning and performance? At the broadest level,
individual learning and performaﬁce refer to the ability to achieve results that keep a
company ahead of the competition. It is the answer to the quesﬁon: "How are we doing at
the things that make us a successful business?” |

Companies fneasure performance in terms ef progress teWard specific business
goals such as greater market share, improved customer satisfaction, better returns to
shareholders, production, throughput and so forth. To claim that individual learning and

performance has improved, there must be measurable change according to the yardsticks



the company has set for itself. Performance, however, is not simply é matter of selecting
meaningful results and measuring progress toward them. - It is also a matter of how
employees achieve those results. The most effective methods for improving performance
require leveraging the employees' knowledge, skill, and behavior through all the invisible
systems and processes which are the fiber of any organization. -
The concepts of individual learning and perfo‘rmance have evolved over the last

several years. Improving individual learning vand performance in the workplace'is a‘
challenge that resists simple explanations. Research conducted by Hatéher and Ward
(1997) demonstrates in detail that although there is an intellectual coﬁstruct called high
performance work, it does not ha‘ye a common definition nor a universally known set of
tried and true practices to apply to organizations. The most that research (Ellinger,
~ Watkins and Barnas, 1996, Hatcher and Ward, 1997, Hirsh and Wagner, 1995) says at the
moment is that many high performancev work organizations have these characteristics:

. Flafter, horizontal structures

«  Work done by teams organized around processes

» Highly skilled workers empowered to act

¢ Collaboration among teams, between labor and management, énd with

suppliers

* Focus on quality, customers, and continuous improvement

» Flexible technologies

» Formal change management

In short, individual learning and performance at the organizational level has proven

hard to define and measure with precision, and non-financial measures have been



particularly hard to connect in a cause-and-effect relationship to‘ strategic objectives. By
contrast, much more is known about how to solve smaller-scale perforrﬁance problems
and enhance learning on an individual basis. Many models, techniques, and tools exist for
diagnosing and improving the performance of a job, a task, or a process. Some of these ..
were first developed.mofe than 30 years ago and have been refined by researchers and
practitioners to the point that they work reliably and consistently. Today's challenge is to
focus more attention on existing tools for improving performance — to foster their use,
and to prove through rigorous research which sets of practices workbest. Another
challenge is to develop new methods that match the reality of the changing workplace and
a third is to find new measures of performance and learning that balance financial and non-
financial factors.

The review of related literature for this study was compiled from a selection of
literature pertaining to individual learning and individual performance, specifically in the
realm of management training. The review concentrates on five areas that relate to the
study. The five areas of review included: (1) Value of Management Training,

(2) Determining Management Training Needs, (3) Determining Appropn'éte Management
Training; (4) Methods of Training and (5) Sources of -Training.

As the 21% century moves closer and closer, or_ganizati'oﬁal leaders are becoming
more aware of the competitive advantage of competent and committed people. “The
value of people’s judgment, creativity, and thjnkiné h.asvincreased because the ratio of
knowledge work to manual work is increasing, and continues to rise as technology takes
over more and more routine and dangerous tasks” (McLagan, 1989, p.1). According to

Perelman (1984), by the turn of the century, % of the jobs in the U.S. will involve creating
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and processing knowledge. Knowledge workers will find that continual learning is not
only a prerequisite of employment but is a major form of work. “The informated and
knowledge based organization is a learning institution, and one of its principle‘ purposes is
the expansion of knowledge - not knowledge for its own-sake, but knowledge that comes
to reside at the core of what it means to enhance performance. Learning is the new form
of labor” '(Zuboff,‘ 1988, p. 349). The concepts of continual learning and the learning
organization are becoming reality; and the “‘organizations that aspire to ‘become learning
organizations must encourage nianagers to~édopt new roles as coaches, trainers and
educators if learning it to become distn'butéd and continuous at multiple levels within the
organization” (Ellinger, Watknis, & Barnas, 1996, p. 14-2).

In a recent Executive Management Briefing in Oklahoma City, Philip Condit, CEO
and Chairman of the Board, The Boeing Company, stated, “The only real constant is
éhange” (Condit, 1997). Coping With change and preparing -organizations to adjust to
environmental chaﬁges is an issue faced by managers on a continual bésis. Leaming how .
to absorb knowledge, hdw to stay afloat in a sea of change, and how to become experts of
a consistent overali strategy to deal with change are vital skills. Organizations learn how
to chéngé and adjust to become diﬁerént organizgations in order to respond to different
environmental elements. Organizations learn how to change when they retain new skills
or information (Watkins & Marsick, 1989). The importance of creating individual
learning to facilitate this change is a primary reason for management training.
Management education and development are not necessarily new concepts. However,
they have recently become targets of criticism and key candidates fér elimination in

corporate training budgets. “The issue, in a nutshell, is that the rather powerful job and
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task analysis tools that exist for technical and skills training do not exist for management -
and subject-matter training” (Swanson, 1982, p. 866). “At the same time, the direction in
mahagement training is away from general training to more specific knowledge and
practice, with closer scrutiny of payoffs with fespecf to financial and non-financial goals”
(Swanson, 1982, p. 866). As the success of a training program is determined by these
performance factors, it becomes necessary to examine the value, need, appropriateness,

method; and source of the management training delivered in the corporate environment.
Value of Management Training

The question of how to determine the value of management training activities is -
not a new one. Training programs are offered with the intention of providing a skill or
knowledge of a particular subject. This skill'or knowledge is then to be applied to an on-
the-job situation and thus, by having and using this skill, the managers have increased their
effectiveness and ultimately the performance of the entire organiiation. This 1s certainly
not always the case. The ultimate outcome of any training initiative is to create individual
learning and from that learning establish a higher level of performance. But, before human
resource development professionals can impart such learning and resulting performance,
they must be aware of what they are after.

There are many definitions of performance and individual learning. Most describe
performance as an éction that produces a result that meets a‘ business goal and learning as
a process by which an activity is changed by reacting to an encduntered situation. Russ-
Eft, Preskill, & Sléezer (1997, p. 2) offered a definition that combines both learning and

performance: “Learning, as we measure it, is a change in performance as a function of
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practice. In most cases, if not in all, this change has a direction which satisfies the current
motivating conditions of the individual”. Today we have shiﬁed the emphasis from
behévior of employees to an analysis of the desired performance that should result from
on-the;job actions.‘ We have reasoned that it isv not just a behavior change that
management wants, but an improvement in the performance associated with the behavior.
Few organizations or business units set out to improve performance in the context
of the status quo.- Performance improvement strategies, practices, -and tools arise because
of new technology, fast growth, competitive challenge, process failures, or some other
forceful chah’ge in the way things are that causes a performance gap. Rummler and
Brache (1990) offer the figure below (See Figure 1) displaying a chain of events from

change to improved performance.

' - New
—j\ Gaps in Performance |; Behavior —J\ lrr;proved
Change New Goals —1/ Performance -~ Improvement | New _\/ Performance
- ‘ Actions of
*Performance Analysis *Processes
*Case Analysis *|ndividuals
*Interventions *Qrganization
*Implementations
*Change Management

*Evaluation of Measurement

Figure 1. Chain of Events in Performance Improvement
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Any approach to enhance individual learning and performance must first determine
the value of a training initiative. The following must be considered: first, it is génerally
accepted today that the fact that people leam something in a training session does not
mean they will apply the new knowleagé vin the organization; second, the transfer of -
knowledge,and its retention over a long term period assumes more than a simple training .
activity, complementéry efforts must be made to create a favorable organizafional climate
and prevent a relapse into old habits; thi__rd, researchers, trainers, and managers live in a
world of different standards and judge training activities against varying standards,
furthermore, the information they seek is not used for the same purposes (Dionne, 1996;
Russ-Eft, Preskill, & Sleezer, 1997).

In many cases, the value of management training is best understood in the business
world when examining the bottom line effects, short-term and long-term (Campbell, 1988;
Camevale & Schultz, 1990; Sleezer & Swanson, 1989). As the role of performance
improvement in organizations increasingly takes on strategic proportions through training,
quality improvement, reengineering, and performance technology,‘ executives and training
department managers are being held more accountable for dollars invested (Swanson,
1994). Organizations spend rﬁillions bf dollars each year on developmental efforts aimed
at management level employees; The question is then asked, how will this increase
performance, quality and return more profit? Training and development is a big business,
therefore its’ value should be measured in the same way as other large investments, in

terms of costs and return on investment (Carnevale & Schultz, 1990; Mosier, 1990). As

monetary and human resources are increasingly allocated to training and development, it is
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critical for organizations to evaluate training programs as other large investments are
evaluated — in terms of return on investment dollars.

A primary emphasis of management training has always been to train managers to
reach higher levels of performance. Today, many training professionals face the challenge
of combining financial value with predicted increases in performance when making
decisions. - Training professio.nals, like other decision makers in organizations, must work
up budgets, justify their own salaries, and propose strategies, projects, and programs to
top management (Swanson, 1992). With a greater cmphasis given to financial inputs and
returns, many tools to determine the financial berieﬁts of training have’vbeen developed.
The FFB method (forecasting financial benefit) is based on several years of research and is
a tool that can help practitioners overcome the difficult and necessary task of talking about
training in dollars and cents (Swanson, 1992). This method is a problem-defining and
problem-solving tool that can enhance the front-end analysis phase through a financial
investment prospective.

Another technique aims at organizational development through the analysis of
organizational performancé and qﬁality—of—work—life. The concept of quality-of-work-life
has gained increased popularity by socigl scientists, human resource managers and
ofganizational development professionals since the mid- to late- 70s. What exactly is
quality-of-work-life? Various definitions hav.e beeh offered since the term was used in the
iate 1960s (Sashkin & Burke, 1987). Many definitions described quality-of-work-life as a
part of organizational development, others assume just the opposite. Sashkin and Burke

(1987, p. 393) offer the following explanation: “Organizational Development has
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developed into a widely known field of applied research and practice. -Organizational
development aims involve improving both organizational performance and the -
‘quality-of-work-—life” experienced by an organization’s members”. Golembiewski and Sun
(1990) refer to quality-of—work-life as “a dynamic process that increases the freedom of-
employees in the workplace by improving organizational effectiveness and the well-being
of individual workers through planned interyention’s, with the expectations that -
performance, as well as, satisfaction will tend to increase in successful application” (p. 27).

The confusion sparked by the varying and sometimes conﬂictiﬁg definitions and
views of quality-of-work-life is not countelfproductive énd may be healthy. This confusion
is merely the byproduct of the conflict between bottom-line and humanistic values in
organizational development. Regardless of the definition, the areas of hﬁman resource
development and organizational development have both experienced change due to the
injection of the quality-of-work-life concept.

Change has been expressed by many as a positive aspect of the workplace in the
90s. Conversely, stresses related to change continue to be identified, including job
security, increased workload, technology literacy requirements and workforce morale.
Employees continue to look to the organization to help address these issues. Additionally,
the need to recognize the efnployées’ value to the organizafion and to communicate and
provide relevant support services to all employees, continues to be a primary focus to
many organizations engaging in quality-of-work-life efforts. “When management,
gradually in the 1980’s, decided it must give workers more say about their jobs and ﬁfe in
the plants, many workers viewed the moves with deep distrust” (Wirth, 1992, p. 38).

Employees viewed the early quality-of-work-life proposals that led to improvemenf, as



16

ploys by management to squeeze more work out of a downsized workforce.
“Management claimed American workers were lazy, sloppy, and irresponsible” (Wirth,
1992, p. 38).

The 1ssue of quality-df-work-life,' as measured by employee pay, benefits, schedule
flexibility, and working conditions, finds many of it’s inroads from the Japanese. Since the
1980°s many leaderé in both management and union environments began to see the
necessity for change (Wirth, 1992). antinuing to gain notoriety is the family-friendly
employer, 6ffering plenty of options such as flextime, part-time, leave-sharing, and unpaid
family and medical leave. These additions have helpéd employees balénce their life and
work responsibilities. As an iﬁcreasingly diverse workforce struggles to manage child
care, elder care, family emergencies, and other personal commitments, working conditions
become ever more important. Recent> studies suggest that an orgénization’s ability to
recruit and retain the best employees, and motivate them to enhance performance, depends
on the organization’s ability to create a satisfying work environment. Johnson and
Johnson, for example, reported that its employees who used flextime and family leave
were absent 50 percent fewer days than its regular workforce. Moreover, 71 percent of
those workers using benefits said that the policies were "very important” to their decision
to stay with the company, as compared to 58 percent of the employees overall (Galen,
Palmer, Cuneo & Maremont, 1993).

In many organizations, quality-of-work-life initiatives do work, and they continue
to work over time (Golembiewski & Sun, 1990). Robert Golembiewski and Ben-chu Sun
(1990) studied 231 applications of quality-of-work-life that were conducted over twenty-

two years (1965-1987). The success rates for the quality-of-work-life initiatives were
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organization wide-and permanent for hard-criteria effects as well as for soft changes, such
as attitudes, opinions, and self-reports about worksite features. |
Along with'increased performance and providing an environment that promotes
quality-of-work-life, planning for the future also comes into the picture. Managers and
trainers must not lose sight of the long range goal of survival and growth and must “link
- training events and outcomes clearly and explicitly to business needs and strategic goals”
(Gill, 1995, p.30). Gill (1995) continued by stating that practitionérs and managers must
measure the training process for the purpose of continuous improvement — performance,
return on investment and the effectiveness of future leadership. ‘The fact is though,
organizations typically measure what they think is valuable. There is simply no standard
- for measurement. The Kirkpatrick model for training evaluation, also known as the four-
level evaluation model, is acknowledged by many practitioners as the standard in the field
(HoIton, 1996). The three primary outcome measures are defined respectively as
achieving the learning outcomes desired in the management training intervention, the
change in individual performance due to the learning being applied on the job, and the
organizational level results that are achieved due to the‘cbhange in performance. Holton
(1996) suggests that ﬁnher study must be completed and that even the Kirkpatrick model
needs refinement as a research tool.

Reliance on oﬁe simple tool ohly serves to minimize the value, impact and
sophistication of management training and the results that can be achieved. “The faddish
rivals of management training and development are vigorously marketed year after year.
They are easy to buy and easy to install. It is just that they usually do not work”

(Swanson, 1992, p. 617). If training divisions are to provide evidence that they are
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contributing a valuable service of management training to organizations, it seems .=
imperative that practitioners work deliberately to develop a more sound and reliable tool

to measure the effectiveness of'the services they provide.
Determining Management Trainihg Needs

The process of analyzing needs has been described in the literature as needs
asseésment, needs analysis, front-end analysis, and perfonnanc¢ analysis (Rossett, 1992;
Sleezer, 1990). While the particular meanings of these terms have been debated (Moseley
& Heaney 1994; Wimbiscus, 19945 each ident'iﬁés'”a" similar intent: to ascertain
performance improvement opportunities of problems. Practitioners have available many
models that include or detail processes for analyzing needs (e.g., Goldstein, 1986; Gupta,
1996; Sleezer, 1991; Swanson, 1994; Wimbichs, 1994). The ekp_ectation is that the
process of determining and addressing performance needs will lead to benefits such as
increased performance, profit, satisfaction, and innovation.

In contrast to the many models and theortes, little is known about the actual
approa‘ches taken by expert hurﬁan resoﬁrce development practitioners to solve
performance-related problems (Lewis and Bjorkquist, 1992). Sleezer and Maile’s (1997)
cross-case study of needs assessment showed that human resource development
professionals used diverse practices and concluded.by calling for additional research
and model-building aimed at practical needs assessment tools. Hatcher and Ward
(1997) stated that because of the rapidity of organizational change, performance
improvement professionals need innovative ways to analyze issues affecting

performance. Gill (1995) indicated that performance analysis must not lose sight
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of the firm’s long range goal of survival and growth and must “link training events and
outcomes clearly and explicitly to business needs and strategic goals” (p.30).

Although some training departments 'recogrﬁze the importance of business
considerations and productivity outcomes, manyvstill use intuitive methods rather than
collecting and analyzing hard numbers to justify training programs (Mosier, 1990). Some
training departments do attempt to use a systematic training approach to control the
production of their training programs. Analysis of performance needs is the usual starting
point for HRD and training processes. However\, the literature reports few systematic
studies that describe actual assessment pracﬁces in t}ié workplace (Lewis & Bjorkquist,
1992; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). While much is to be gained in terms of increased
pérformance, money and time spent hastily on programs based on erroneous assumptions
yield very little for the organizations and the individuals participating in them (Swanson,
1994).

The development of tools for use in determining the needs of organizétions, is not
a new concept. These models provide a useful fr-a.rilework for understanding the needs
and dealing with the entiie r_a‘nge'of practical issues involved in neéds analysis. Many of
the models deal with the concept of a performance gap —“What training is necessary to
attain the performance standard?" The donlinant needs éssessment paradigm is the
discrepancy model, that is, “a conception of need§ as ga;is to be reduced or eliminated by
instruction or other interventions” (Lewis & Bjorkquist, 1992, p.33). This model shows
that in deﬁnin'g training needs one must start by identifying and comparing two levels of
performance: the standard (desired, optimum, future, planned) level and the current

(existing, real) level. The difference between these two levels is the performance gap.
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“Beyond the discrepancy model, few alternative formulations of needs assessments appear
in the literature” (Lewis & Bjorkquist, 1992, p.37). Lewis and Bjorkquist (1992, p.30)
continue on by s_t‘ating that “while the discrepancy model offers a general strategy, the .
simplification it provides ignores the complexities that real problems present.” The model
may provide the novice a way to think about needs assessment, but not a way to apply.the
skill.

In rriany situations, the discrepancy model is an effective tool. However, many
situations demand a more f_ocuSed effort to improve individual and organizational
performance. “These situations_ establish the need for a research-based approach to the
development aﬁd validation of training needs” (Sleezer, 1991, p.355). One theory base
needs as‘sessment model that has been tested in practice is the Performance Analysis for
Training (PAT) model. Directed toward identifying the organization’s performance needs
that should be addressed with training, the model includes three components: (a) a
conceptual framework with three elements that affect decisions about training needs, (b)a
list of the phases and steps involved in the process of determining training needs, and (c) a
set of worksheets that detail the phaSés, stéps, and activities involved indeterfnining
- training needs in an organization (Sleezer_, 1991). The PAT model’s premise is that the
process and results of a performance analysis are inﬂuenced by the organization’s
characteristics, thé decision maker’s characteristics, and the analyst’s characteristics.
Training needs are perceived, negotiated, and prioritized through interaction of the
decision maker, analyst, and organization characteristics.

A study conducted by Sleezer (1996) in a Mideastern U.S. manufacturer of

vehicles, demonstrated the usefulness of the PAT model. The emphasis of the study was
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to determine where the training should be placed to gain the greatest return on investment
and what need actually existed. The analyst and the training director agreed that to be the
" most effective, management training must be targeted to improving the individual and
organizational performance. They also agreed that thé training should support the
integrated manufacturing effort and address specific proble;ns and concerns within the
organization. The case study provided a test of tne PAT model and examined the process
used in conducting a perfonnancc analysis. The PAT model usefully gnided the analysis
of performance needs. In this‘ particular situation, the performance analysis forx training
did not lead to an immediate training solution. Incteac it led tc a ﬁcner understanding of
the complexities of the environment and an understanding of training’s potential
contribution to performance. Studies tésting the PAT model in practice have targeted a
financial services firm (Sleezer, 1991), a vehicle manufacturer (Slcezer, 1996), a chemical
manufacturer (Sleezer, 1995), and a university school of veterinary medicine (Knorr,
1997). These studies have provided support for the PAT model’s premise and identified
adaptaﬁons to the model.
.‘“The case for engaging in front-end analysis is a practical one. It is the true

-connection to important performance gains, not the promise of performance. Analysis
reduces the amount of perceived chaos in the organization through purposeful inquiry and
personal experﬁse” (Swanson, 1994, p. 3). There will be cases when a clear definition of
performance gaps or actual needs can not be determined or of what can really be achieved
by training. But ultimately, the training delivered will either improve performance or help
to identify the areas where training could be an effective answer to organizational |

efficiency.
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Before trying to diagnose or improve performance, it is necessary to understand
the systems in which it takes place. Rummler and Brache (1990) note that this is similar to
a physician knowing human anatomy before trying to practice medicine. The diagram
below (See Figure 2) shows ﬁow the job, the process, and the organization relate to each
other and to performah'ce goals set by customers and market conditions. Although this
appears to be a»classib'piCture of sy'stéms Jtheory,.Rumnﬂer‘ and Brache (1990) present a
compelling argu:ment that all of these factors must be linked and aligned for-individual
learning and successful performance to occur. A bfeakdown in the chain is the point at

which to take action to improve performance.-

= .
‘% Products /Services

e : : ‘V!' > Market
Individual
Performer
< ¥

Figure 2. The Three Levels of Performance
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Rummler and Brache (1990) also present a list of factors to consider when
diagnosing a performance problem, whether general or specific:

+ The performance required by the organization's strategy and operating plan

» . The support processes that effed the required performance

» The outputs those processes must produce

» The outputs a function or department must produce

* . The outputs and performance each performer must produce

* How each job or set of tasks should be performed

* The pérformance environment for éach' job

» The management processes that affect the targets for improvement

* The organization's structure

«  The information each performer needs

A new traveler in the landscape of performance improvement can find direction in
many models, tools, and processes that have developed over the years. Several derive
from engineering and are cousins of quality improvement and process redesign methods.
Most of these again involve finding and closing a pér‘formance gap by various means.
These models are usually applied at the level of the individual job or work process. Other
models for performance improvement address gaps in perfOrrﬁance at the level of the
entire organization, such as the PAT Model. Often these act on large-scale factors that
affect performance such as leadership, innovation, employee participation, and change
management. Many of these models follow a pattern of unfreezing a current state, making
a transition to a new state, and refreezing in the new state. Most models, whether large-

or small-scale, specify these steps:
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1. Analyze Performance to Identify a Gap: Determine what, if any performahce

problem exists. Performance problems are typically expressed as.the gap
beteen expected performance and actual performance. Performance or gap
analysis can be applied to current work or to work planned for the future.

2. Analyze the Causes of the Performance Gap: Answer the question "Why is .

this happening?" . - -

3. Select and Design Actions to Close thev Gap: Create the actions called
interventions. Performance analysis identifies a mix of interventions that are
likely to close the performance gap. Interventions may address.expectations,
capability, knowledge and skill, tools and technology, reéources, processes,
time conséquences, and feedback. Intefventions may meet business needs,
performance needs, training needs, or work environment needs. - Interventions
may focus on selecting personnel, providing information needed to do a job
(training, job aids, feedback); the work environment (work design, equipment,
access to data); or motivation (incentives, goalé, rewards). Interventions may
be transformational (focusing on the external environment, organizational
culture, individual or organizational performance, mission and sfrategy, and
leadership), orltr'ansactional (focusing on management practices, systems,
structure, work climate, motivation, individual needs and values, individual
skills, and individual and organizational performance.)

4. Implementing the Intervention or Change: Implementing change requires

among other things organizational and individual readiness, leadership support,

and the work of an implementation team.
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5. Measure and Evaluate the Impact of the Intervention on the Performance Gap:

Evaluation tracks the impact of an intervention on organizational goals and/or

specific performance gaps and goals.
Determining Appropriate Management Training

~ When a,manéger realizes that roﬁtine job experience no longer provides answers to
new questions, he or she may start‘looking around for information, advice and training.
The manager may find an ansWér or a useful idea, or be bitterly disappointed. “Trainers
too must make compromises. They must realize that in order to achieve success they have
to understand more than expreséed needs. The orgmﬁzational context shapes the
environment in which they work; their success or failure can easily be the result of factors
unrelated to the training program itself” (Diohne, 1996, p.283). The appropriateness of
the training provided to managers muét be based on an understanding of support systems
and organizational needs — many times transparent. Every organization must come to
better clarify the management training activities and realize that the success of training
programs cannot be evaluated on an activity-by-activity basis.- “Training is like an
antibiotic: it takes a large enough dose over é long enough period of time to produce
positive results” (Dionne, 1996, p.284).

The literature of recent years has enthusiasticélly promoted the tying of
management training to strategic business planning. The proposal is certainly convincing.
“Strategically-linked training may be essential to the succeﬁs of contemporary firms
challenged by increasing global competition, accelerating technological change, and

shifting workforce demographics. In fact, several leading organizations, inclﬁding
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Motorola, General Elec.tri_c, and Hewlett-Packard, credit recent business success to
appropriately positioned training” (Catalanello & Redding, 1989, p.51). But the question
must be askecvi,‘what_ does it mean to link training to strategic business planning?
Catalenello and Redding (1989) identified three distinct strategic roles for the training
function: (1) to equip managers with skills to think strategically, plan strategically, and to
understand key strat,cgic,iséues; 2)to allthraini_ng depar,txﬁents to participate-in the
formulation of strategic plans; and (3) to.identify and implement training programs that
directly support strategic plans. The emphasis is on the ability of managers to use.
conceptual, cognitive, and. interpersonal abilities to guide the organizaﬁon. They must
have the capabilities to make the best choice among available strategic alternatives or
destine their organizations to be stuck in the proverbial rut, trapped in organizational
paralysis (Catalanello & Redding, 1989). Thi§ places training préfessioﬁals in a role of
providing sophisticated skills of organizational understanding to the managers they
support and conveying the understanding that a work force educated simply by ‘old school
basics’ will not be equipped for meeting the challeﬁges of turbulent change (Wirth, 1992).
A specific case presented by Wirth (1992) described an appropﬁate example.

In the past, workers joining the Proctor & Gamble organization found themselves
entering into narrowly deﬁnéd jébs consisting of low-skilled tasks that changed little if any
during a person’s working career. Now, the or.ganiza‘tion‘ haé initiated a strong trend
toward participative work systems. Employees now berfbrm a broad range of tasks that
include the operation and maintenance of equipment and ensuring that quality 1s

. maintained. The employees participate in goal setting and budgeting, formally reserved

strictly for management. Self-directed work teams participate in problem solving sessions



27

and decision making processes. The key to.all of these efforts is that the company has
committed to providing training and retraining in the technical and specifically, the -
interpersonal skills .areé, to meet the demands of the dynamic environment. Training of
production employees in the areas of interpersonal skills is only effective if the
management possesses those same skills and behave in line with those skills. With this as
Proctor and Gamble’s conception. of new work, they have issued a call for “nothing less
than a revolution in the role of the teacher (trainer) and the management of school (worker
educatidn)” (Wirth, 1992, p. 73).

Within the realm of ’t‘)usinéss and industry, it is generally accepted that management
training is important; Understanding thai an all inclusive approach to management training
is_inappropriate, is as vital as the fact that management training is needed. Mahagement
training and development are‘d'eﬁned as a set of activitiés where by practitioners -
managers or would-be managers - are assisted in improvihg their individual .competence
and performance as well as the organizational environment, with the ultimate goal of
| raising the standards of organizaﬁonal performance. With a jigsaw puzzle, one can not
dispute that there is only one right solutioh,.and each piece has only one right place.
However, in business organizations and management training; there are usually many
alternatives and competing solutions. “Sometimes, thekso‘hition is not clear even after
several have been attempted with varying degrees of success” (Mariotti, 1997, p.29).
However, there is an advantage to jigsaw puzzles that management training lacks, the
picturé on the box matches the puzzle and will not change after you have completed a
poﬁion of the puzzle. That is not_the case in management training and busin'ess.‘ In

business and training, the road to success is always under construction.
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Methods of Training

Instruction is a cornerstone of the HRD and training -ﬁ-inetion (Watkins & Marsick,
1995). “In many senses, trainers ha\le a task -nol dil"t-‘er‘ent‘from ‘classroom teachers, or
college professors. They must teach sul>ject mater knowledge; processes and procedures,
while striving to enl1ance the knowledge, skills and attitude of their trainee.s” (Ileiivis,
1996, p. 2.3-4); In r.n‘any cases the individuals enlisted as trainers do not even possess a
minimum of professional -;‘)reparationto enter into the field. | ATraining isa diﬂicult
profession, and a training r_nethod that may have izvorked in one situation may not always
work as expected the next time. The instructional methods used in a training situation can
easily determine the success or failure of the program (Lewis, 1996).

Methods used in trainjng situations can be used not only for training itself but as a
tool for identification of management traininé and development needs. When training is
conducted, the characteristics of the management skills; knoizvledge, attitudes and
shortcomings can be used to select and apply the most effective methods of training.
Within the arena of management training their are three generally accepted approaches to
learning: behaviorism, pragmatism, and .cognitivism (Huberty & Kramlinger, 1990).

The behaviorist approach relies on the premise that learning occurs primarily
through reinforcing desired'responses. The intention of the behaviorist approach is to
reward the desired behavior to a point that the actual behavior becomes the reward. A
well-known member of the behaviorist camp, Robert Gagne wrote an article titled -
“Military Training and Principles of Learning” (1962). In his article, Gagne examined the

assumptions and traditional principles of learning as they applied to training for three
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representative tasks (one required learning a motor skill; one required learning a fixed
procedure, and one required learning troubleshooting skills). In his conclusion he reported
that focusing on what was to be learned was more important than using the differentiation
of task elements, and familiarity. The presentation of three psychological principles
completed his explanation: (a) identify the component tasks of a desired pérformance,

(b) ensure that each component task is fully mastered, and (¢).sequence the learning
situation to assure optimal mediation from one component to another (Sleezer &
Kunneman, 1997). The use of behavioral simulations and management training
simulations in management education have become popular instructional methods (Hbugh,
1996). In forty years since the first business 'gamé was created (Lane, 1995), simulations
and game situations have become widely used as instructional methods.

When addressing the pragmatist approach, the theory is that léarrling occurs
primarily throﬁgh the reflection of personal experiences. The trainer extracts the lessons
from the individual’s own insight and experiences leading the learner to make new
connections. Dewey’s desire to make live connections between the past, present, and
future reflects the pragmatist approach to learning. The portrayal of academic history as
what has already happened to others removed from the possibility of even provisional
understanding seems to be as dead a ped'ag'ogical ploy to Dewey as it does to.many
industrial training situations (Dewéy, 1909; 1959). The point then is that Dewey was
more interested in defending active participatory inquiry and experience over any reality
check about the ins and outs of skill and knowledge acquisition. Dewey argues that “the
only way to prepare for social life is to engage in social life” (Dewey, 1959, p. 14). He

continues by explaining that teaching habits of social usefulness and stewardship apart



from any direct ;social need, motive, or existing social situation , is, to the letfer, teaching
the individual to swim by going fhrough motions outside the water (Dewey, 1909, 1959).

The cognitivist approach is academic in nature, relying on the principle that
learning occurs primarily through exposure to logiéally presented information. The
narrow focus dominating much of the literature on training, can to a large extent be
explained by the dominance of the behaviorist'schogl and its }way of equating learning with
behavioral chénge. The interest in how cognitive_ skills are acquired and performed was a
predicted and rapidly growing phenoinenon, escalated by increasing use of computers and
changing modes of production (Gilbert, 1978; Hirsh & Wagner, 1995). Cognitive
development occurs when concepts, values, and thoughts are internalized and practiced in
interaction with others. Contextualizing learning and understanding that different
environments require different levels of adaptability and different forms of mental activity,.
is at the core of the cognitivists approach to learning.

Huberty and Kramlinger (1990, p.43) presented the application of each approach
stating that “simpler tasks are appropriately learned by behaviorists techniques, while
higher-level tasks often require more cognitive input and pragmanistic insight.” So, which
vmethod is the most appropriate for management training?‘ Huberty and Kramlinger (1990)
argue that the most appropriate method for creating peak performance is the behaviorist
approach because its strength lies in bui'lding an immediately useful repertoire of specific
business behaviors. However, the cognitivist's approach provides the information and
rationale perspective that the learner needs to understand the level of performance
expected. But, to fully achieve peak performance requires the pragmatistic methods —

the stimulation of the learner's initiative, creativity, and independent thinking must occur.
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So, just which method is the most appropriate for management training? Catalanello and
Redding (1989, p.51) state that “managers must have the capabilities to make the best
choice among available strategic alternatives or destine their organizations to be stuck in
the proverbial rut.” Furthermore, they charg_ed training pfofe‘ssional with the role of
providing sophisticated skills such as strategic thinking and organizational understanding
to managers. This would lead the reader to believe that all approaches must be
incorporated in order to equip managers with the skills necessary to strategically lead
organizations.

Russ-Eft, Prgskill, and Sleezer (1997; p. 304'), argue that cognition and behgvior
are “so tightly intertwined, that it:‘i‘s counter-productive to define learning as change in
either one or fhe other”. They contend rather that learning should not be described as a
particular change in the state of cognition or behavior, different learning situa'fions will
determine the cognitive or ’behavioral change. This is demonstrated in the below figure

(See Figure 3). The diagrafn introduces the learning with reference to individual learning.
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Figure 3. The Relationship Between Cognition and Behavior
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Russ-Eft, Preskill, and Sleezer (1997) do admit that there is certainly no learning in
the absence of behavioral or cognitive change. However, when both are present, the
outcome is integrated learning. The primary concern brought forward by Russ-Eft,
Preskill, and Sleezer (1997, p. 304) is the change irzl‘beha\)i.or without a corresponding -
change in cognition, or change in cognition without a ccrrespondingchange in behavior,
are transactional stafes that create»ten‘s‘ion between one’s beliefs and one’s actions. The
result is obviously a dramatic.decrease in the effective cf any effort to enhance individual
learning or performance.

Understanding the importahce of how the training is delivered is as important as
| the individual’s wanf or desire to learn (Dixon, 1991). “For the last cehtury and a half, or
so, educators and psychologists have tried to develop ways to deliver instruction, practice
and experience that enhance this innate capacity to learn” (Zemke & Zemke, 1995, p.31).
Zemke and Zemke (1995) presented a study concerning the motivation to learn and
conditions necessary for learning to take place. The primary emphasis was the individual's
motivation to learn — adult learning is problem centered. As managers face continuing
and ongoing change within today’s organizations, any learning that promises to help them
through the traﬁsition pfovides a valuable learning experience. |

Adults are contemcorary-based leamers; meaning that‘they want to learn and
acquire knowledge and skills that they can apply prag'matically to their immediate
circumstances d acdbs & J ones, 1995: Rummler & Bache, 1990; Sibler & Stelnicki, 1987).
Though immediate utility is most often the primary motivate, it is not the only motivation.
Expanding the individuals current knowledge and skill level is also a driving force.

Personal growth and gain ¢an serve as a strong incentive for adult learners to seek and



participate in learning activities. “Human learning is one of the most complex subjects of
the scientific and scholarly world.- While it is easy to demonstrate how little we now about
the human mind, it is important to acknowledge the sheer volume of research and common
sense available to us in 'bettér.understanding the learning phenomena” (Swanson & Law,
1993, p.43). Most mahagement training is an attempt to alter the personal and internal
systems managers operate by. .“Training is pathological when-stress is laid upon .-
correcting wrong-dding instead of upor_l‘forming habits of positive service” (Dewey, 1909,
1959, p. 15)." Understanding the motivation and the methods that appeal to adult learners,
specifically management personnel, is a vital element to the success of any training

program.
Sources of Training

Many businesses have accepted the importance of management training and are
therefore calling on suppliers of this type of training in order to gain the levels of
productivity desired. Those organizations who have identified ?1 need or have a desire to
equip their managers with the skills necessary to guide them into the 21* century, vhave
become quite resourceful. “Legions of gainfully employed managers continue to enroll in
education programs at cornmunitj colleges, vocational-technical centers and universities
around the world, not to mention the success of proprietary self-development seminars,
skill camps, independent study groups in virtually eveﬁ industrial and postindustrial
country” (Zemke & Zemke, 1995, p. 32).

The primary focus of this study dealt with the effectiveness of the Oklahoma

Vocational Technical System as a supplier of management training to the organizations in
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Oklahoma. In Oklahoma, training for new and expanding industry is provided thro.ughlthe -
Trainiﬁg for Industry Program, commonly known as TIP. TIP is administered by the .
Business and Ihdustr_y Training Services (BiTS.) D_ivisibn of the Oklahoma Department of .
Vocatioﬁal and Technical Education (ODVTE). It is delivered through a statewide ......
network of' 29 afeéi vocgtiqnalv/technicalv séhools with 54 campuses equipped at an - - - |
investment of more than~$5(5 millien. - TIP is committed to providing companies with the
skilled employees necessary to compete in today's global market and to maintain that
competitive advantage for years to come.
| When a company decides to .loéate in'Oklahofna, the ODVTE immediately begins

Wo;kiﬁg §vith them to design their custonﬁzed fraining program. Representatives from the
participating company and the ODVTE will meet to assess the competencies needed in
each job category and to design the training program abcordingly. The ODVTE then
develops a statemeﬁf of understanding that outlines responsibilities, éreas and length of
training, number of employees to be trained, and any spécial requirements. There are no
applications to complete or reviews by committees ——jusf quality training delivered to the
company and their new Oldahoma employees when and where they need it!
Costs typically covered by the Oklahoma Vocational/Technical systefn in a training project
for new or relocating companies are: instructors used‘in customized training , materials
used in the training process, curriculum déveloped an'd/br used in training, supplies needed
for training, and training facilities at the area vocational/technical school or other site if
needed.

Examples of Companies Served by TIP are: Goodyear Corporation, Fort Howard

Corporation, Kimberly-Clark Corporation, Seagate Technology, Hilti, Fo-Mac, Inc.,
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Central and South West Services, Bama Foods, Whirlpool Corporation, Southwest
Airlines, Waterloo Industries, and Seaboard Farms. Sam Gibara, president and chief
executive officer of Goodyear Corporation, while addressing the second regular session of
the forty-fifth Oklahoma Legislature stated: “Yon .~ . and all Oklahomans . . : have a
tremendous advantage in your outstanding vocational-technical education program. The
state's vo-tech campuses, anci the high level of training they offer, position Oklahoma a
distinct step ahead in the global vcompetition for jobs; The training partnership established
between ‘a comp'any and the Oklnhoma Vocational/Technical system during their start-up
phase can continue to function long after they begin operation.” According to Clay
Lynch, manager of 'training and development at Seagate Technology, this partnership
yields success. "The vo-tech/industry training concept,;' eﬁplained Lynch, "is the most
effective and efficient method for maintaining a skilled workforce in today's high-tech,
competitive business world." Through this training partnership, Oklahoma Vo-Tech will
provide the support companies need to remain competitive in a constantly changing
economic climate. "The vo-tech training we have utilized over the years has contributed
to our success in a big way," Said Willie Dale Robertson, training director, Fort Howard
Corporation. "Without this help, we could be scaling down with layoffs or shutting plants
down as our competitors are." Hilti, an international manufacturer and direct marketer of
construction fastener 'products, established a new division in 199>1, hiring more than 70
customer service representatives.  "No off-the-shelf training package met our
requirements," said Dan Taylor, Hilti's director of customer service. "Vo-Tech helped us
design a customized program. They're very responsive. They do what they say they're

going to do when they say they're going to do it," says Taylor. "Their speed and flexibility
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are impressive. We changed directions in midstream, and they were able to redirect their
efforts."

Since its creation in 1968, Oklahoma'.s Training for Industry Program has earned
an international reputation by providing mbre than 600 companies with a trained, start-up
workforce. The program has built its’ reputationon a commitmént to deliver quality
training. It has helped workers develop the skills necessary to perform at their highest
level. Through TIP, trainirig is customized to fneet the companies spéciﬁc needs. Thé
organizations employees are trained in the processes and on the equipment used by their
company. Prograrﬂs range ﬁ'orﬁ baéfc skﬂls, .thr‘o_u.gh Total Quality Mé.nagement and ISO
9000, to the latest in organizational design and management training. In ghort, T.IP‘has
provided the training necessary to guarantee that the Oklahoma workforce meets the start-
up requirerr;ents of ﬁev§ and expanding industry.

Oklahoma's TIP provides bomﬁénies with a workforce that is productive on the
first day of operation. The program assists the Oklahoma Employment Security
Commission with the recruitment of potential employees as well as the design and delivery
of customized employee training programs. With TIP training, companies experience
increased profitability from enhanced employee productivity. Oklahoma companies that
have taken advantage of TIP traimng have benefitted from lowerv turnover, decreased
absenteeism, and reduced déwntime.' ’

A study conducted by Mary Jo Elenburg (1986) identified four primary sources of
management training to mid-sized organizations (50 - 1,000 employees) in Oklahoma.
Those sources included: Area Vocational-Technical Schools, Universities and Community

Colleges, In-House Training Departments, and Private Firms. She concluded that the
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organizations participating in the study preferred Private Firms as the number one source |
of management/leadership training. The second choice for this type of training was
universities and community colleges followied by In-House Training Depaitinents. Area
Vocational-Technical Schools were consistently chosen forth or fifth.

A similar studyconducted by Dale Kunneman (1995) also identified fcur sources
of management training to organizations within 'ihe eight Chiei‘ E;cecutive Officer (CEO)
Netvi/ork organizations served by Meiidivan Technology Center. The :sourc'es included: |
Area Vocational-Technical Schools, Universities and Community Collegec, In-House
Training Depaitmeiits, and.Private Firms. The Sfcudy concluded that the participating
organizatioris preferred Iri;House Traihingl Departments as the number one source of
management/leadership training. The second choice for this type of training was
universities and ccmmunity colleges followed by Area Vocational;Technical Schools.
Private Firms wcre consistcntly chosen forth.

Business and indlistry have typically performed their own training, but due to
higher production and efficiency demands and increasingly competitive markets, they have
chosen to call on external experts for training programs. Many external training programs
are provided by commercial firms or professionali societies that specialize in the training
function. External training progranis can be conducted at a pre-selected training site or at
the industry’s work lccation. This adds to the attraction of outside sources of training to
business and industry. The decision to use outside training sources is usually based on
business needs. The quality of the source of training is as important to organizaticnal

success as the appropriateness of the material presented. As each of these suppliers
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position themselves as potential sources for management/leadership development, the

critical element is a close link to the specific needs of the organizations they serve.
Summary

. i‘T'-he business need to enhance individual learning and performance is an
opportunity for training and developmént- practitioners. The extent to which they can
operate in the perfoﬁnance improvément arena depends on their own competencies and
the disposition toward perfonnahce iﬁ th¢ organizations they serve. In some companies,
training is nof connected to performance outcomes: it is a process for delivering
knowledge, skill, and information. In bther cases, training is performance-based by
intention but not necessarily part of a performance improvement strategy that considers
many kinds of interventions. In companies that are focused on individual 1eérning and
performance, training is one of many possible interventions that might be used to close a
performance gap.

Much of the research and theory about high performance work is based on
Industrial Age co‘mpanies.‘ The shift to information- and knowledge-based work is likely to
change thinking about work performance, according to Davis & Botkins (1995). Davis &
Botkins (1995) challenge rhany of the basic assumptions of pérformance improvement.
Because change happéns faster than adaptation, closing gaps is futile, they assert. Their
proposition is fhat it is better to prevent gaps from developing. They question the notion
of focusing too much attention on the organization: it should be no more than a means to
an end rather than an end in itself. By their reasoning, the best performing companies

would have the least organization.
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Measurement of individual learning and performance is also likely to change as
‘non-financial measures make their way onto balance sheets and evidence grows that
~ actions which increase shareholder value, such as vstopk splits or mergers, don't improve.
The balanced scorecard con_cépt; developed by Robert Kaplan and David Norton (1995),
gives a picture of company performance that is balanced between financial measures and
operational measures such as customer saﬁsféction, ability to innovate, and so on.
Accountants too are searching for non-financial measures §f performance. The diagram

below (See Figure 4) shows an example of a.bala’nced set of performance measures.

Financial Measures

Innovation and
Learning Measures

Customer Measures

Internal Capability
Measures

Figure 4. An Example of Balanced Performance Measures
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Kaplan & Norton (1995) argue that besides seeking balanced measures of
performance, managers are also looking for better ways to connect the systems and
processes of an organization to its measures of human performance. The question still
remains: how do individual learning and performance measures relate to overall goals?
For most organizations, individual learning and performance equals people -- what they
know and how quickly the organization's systems and processes can apply that intellectual
capital to reaéhing strategic goals. Performance and individual learning in this sense is a
state of mind, a perspective that starts with results and works throﬁgh many possible ways
to achieve them. Most learning and performance improvement efforts are part of larger
systems for achieving specific businesé goals..Sometimes these efforts reshape the
organization and alter key work processes. Often they require the eﬂ“oiis of many players
who may not have workgd together before: people who know the business, people who
understand technology, people with analytical and systems skills, and people who know
how to design and deliver learning — especially contextualized and just-in-time learning.
When a company pursues individual learning and high performance, the mindset, the
vocabulary, and the practices of training professionals frequently change. In such
companies, it is not enough to seek imprévement through isolated training events or
behavior change. |

The table below (See Figure 5) illustrates sOm‘e major differences between a
training perspective and a performance perSpective (ﬁatcher and Ward, 1997; Rummler

and Brache, 1990; Russ-Eft, Preskill, and Sleezer, 1997).
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__TRAINING PERSPECTIVE

PERFORMANCE PERSPECTIVE

Assumptions
Training (giving employees more skill, knowledge,
or ability) is the solution to performance problems.

Assumptions
Training is one possible intervention when there

are performance problems.

The goal of training is to give employees more
skill, knowledge, or ability.

The goal of performance is to meet organizational
performance goals.

A training department should deliver the tralmng
that customers ask for. :

A performance improvement department should
question whether training is needed.

A trainer's most important skill is to deliver
training and facilitate learning.

A performance improver's most important skill is
to diagnose performance problems.

Roles Reoles
Training needs analv51s Performance ana1v51s/d1agn051s
Training design Cause analysis ~
Training delivery Intervention
Evaluation Change implementation
Training management and coordmatlon Evaluation and feedback

L : Project management
Measures Measures
Reaction of pammpants Effect on performance gap
Capability after training Achievement of business goal

Transfer of learning to job
Return on investment

Tools

Assessment instruments
Instructional design models
Group process

The classroom

Learning technology
Textbooks, workbooks, tests

Tools

Organization's operating plan

Strategy statement

Process map

Templates, models, matrices for human
performance management

Performance support technology

Customers
The learner
The learner's manager
The training purchaser

Customers v

The process owner

The performer

The performer's manager
The company's customers

Figure 5. Major Differences Between A Training Perspectlve and a Performance

Perspective .
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To be a player in the high-stakes world of individual learning and high performance
requireé a perspective that focuses not on how much training is delivered but on how fast
people gain more capability to improve pérformanc'e and .how much of that capability the
organization is able to use for strategib pﬁrposes. It is a perspective that measures success
in terms of output, not in terms of how much skill or knowledgéemployees are exposed
to. Itisa p_erspcc;tive that nﬁght even rule out training as a way to reach a performance

goal.



CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of this stﬁdy was to examine management training needs,
current training activitieé, and the perceptic_)nsv of selected business and industry
organizations in Oklahoma.' The results of the study Wili be useful té decisions makers in
the organizations involved who want to know current training activities taking place in
similar organizations, the perceptions of those é.ctivities and the needs within their own
and similar businesses and industries.

In particular, the Oklahoma Department of Vocational/ Technical Education has a
special interest due to the origination of the population and the fact that the infonn_ation
will assist them in providing appropriate and quality management development services to
business and industry.

The questionnaire was deﬁved from the objectives of the study listed in Chapter .
Survey instruments were administered by mail and in person. This chapter was comprised
of four segments: (1) id'entiﬁcat’ion of the populétion; 2) instrument design and

development; (3) institutional review board approval; and (4) data collection and analysis.

43
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‘Identification of the Population

A valiaéted list of businese and:industries in Oklahoma was not availabie to initiate
this study. | The absence of this list resulted in a.sig‘niﬁcant portion of the pI‘O_] ect dedicated
to development of the population list. The list of business and industry organizations in
Oklahoma was compiled by using a list provided by the Oklahoma Department of
Vocational/Technicél Education. The list was developed ﬁem participating organizations
inbthe (TIP) .Trair‘ling for industr'y Program. Furth&more, the list was validéfed by the
State Ceordinator ef TIP and Technical Training Specialists responsible for maintaining
.the established TIP contracts and Industrial Coordinators. at the area vocational/ technical
schools who worked vs}ith the identified companies. The lists contained speciﬁc
information on a total of 427 organizations. The detabase wa$ organized according to’

participation in the (TIP) Training for Industry Program.
Instrument Design and Development

After reviewing several studies which are‘sinﬁlar in nature, an insfrument suitable
for the purpose of conducting this study was developed. ;[heinstrum‘ent was den'?ed from
a study titled, A Survey of Managemeht Training Activities in Mideized Organizations in
Oklahoma. The researcher gained written permission to modify and use the appropriate
sections of Elenburg’s instrument. The author of the original instrument, Mary Jo
Elenburg, developed a series of questions adapted from a literature review and submitted
the questions for critique to 28 professionals and representatives of the population to be

studied. The reviewers were identified by Elenburg through the American Society for
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Training and Development and the training and development activities in which she
participated.

The questionnaire was further réﬁn‘ed by Elenburg and a team of seven subject
métter expérts n mﬁnégefnerit tfair;ing, reﬁséarvcﬁ;;lc.l‘ staﬁstics. Further informatién |
concerning this team'can be found in the source of this questionnaire. The subject matter .
experts compared Elenbufg‘s questionnaire to the propose of fhe study and research
questions. They attested to the content-validity of the questioﬁnaire. The initial
questionnaire consisted of 23 items." The questions‘were forced-response items with
specific statements for response by participants. Elenburg’s questionnaire was mailed
state-wide to 1500 o?g-.améatiOns és deﬁned by Elenburg's population. T}F1e> surve-}; »
received further modification in 1995 as it was utilized in a study conducted by Dale
Kunneman (1995) titled, A Study of Business and Industry's Current Management
Training ActivitieS and Training Needs within Meridian Technology Center’s CEQO
Networtk. | -

The questionnaire was designed with the following considerations:

1. Organizations that are large enough to have managers other than the owner
bﬁt too small to subportI a part-time or full-time training specialist have
similarities in management training needs.

2. Most manégers in mid—Sized organiéations héve preferences for the type and
source of management training.

3. Organizations with more than 1000 employees have a greater need for a
training specialist. Their management structure would most likely be

indicative of a large organization.
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4. Organizations with fewer than 50 employees have an owner/manager who is
the policy/decision maker. Management training would not affect those
organizations és it does an orga‘nizatio’nk that has rhore than one person
affecting policies/decisions. o

The »ﬁn.al revi;iéﬁs to the questionnai»re were compiefed By ;tlie ;eseéréher’s
dissertation advisor, a representative f‘rom the research division and the business and

~industry division of the Oklahoma Department of Vocational/Technical Education, and a
team of six pléﬂt manage;s/-v CEO’S w1th ek‘;énéive éxpérience in human resource
development, statistics, and researéh. ‘The critiques comparéd the researcher’s
questionnaire to the propose of the stﬁdy and ;esearch questions. ‘They attested to the
content-validity of the questionnaire.

The final questionnaire consisted of 22 items in booklet format. The questions
required specific responses by participanté The final revision of the questidnnajre
consisted of three basic parts or sections (Appendix A) . The main body of the
questionnaire consisted of 22 survey questions. The first section consisted of
demogfaphic information from each participant in the survey. The second sgction
consisted of questions to establish the local levél bf partiéipatioh in management training
programs. The third section consistéd of questions concerning the preseﬁt and anticipated
future utilization of mén‘agement ‘training‘. Tﬁe questiénnaire was condensed into a four

page booklet form in order to appear less cumbersome and complex. The questionnaire

was designed to answer the research questions:
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Survey Questions . - ' Answered Research Question
#5and#6 . #1
#22 - 3 #2
#4 and #8-11 #3
#7 - : . - #4
#16 “#5
#12-15and #21 - - : - | #6
#17-19 and #20 o #7

Non-response is a common problem encounteréd by researchers using mailed
questionnaires. Many factors determine the success of response. Thé researcher
anticipated this problefn énd used suggestions of methods by Dillman (1991) to address
non-response items. Methods uséd to encourage participant response were the design of
the questionnaire for speed and ease of completion, the cover letter, and recognition
through the Oklahoma Department of Vocational/Technical Education and Oklahoma

State University as the source of the research.
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval

Through the revision process, the final instrument was submitted to the
Institutional Review Board. Federal regulations and leahoma State University policy
require review and approval of all studies that involve‘ human subjects before investigators
begin their research. The Oklahoma State University Research Services and the IRB

conduct this review to protect the rights and welfare of human subjects involved with the
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. aforementioned policy, this study received the proper surveillance, was granted permission

to continue, and was assigned the following number: AG-98 -028-A.
Data Collection and Analysis

In accordance with federal regulatiyons and the Oklahoma Staté University policy,
an instrument was developed that met the requirements of understandability and continuity
of questions. Organizations within Oklahoma who participated in the Training for
Industry Programs (T1P) determinbe‘d the pépulation of this study. Questionnaires were
sent to the selected organi;ations and inconspicuousiy coded so that a follow-up mailing
cobuld be conducted.

The first mailing of the questionnaire resulted in 276 (55.20 percent of 427 mailed)
usable responses. Of the 457 questionnaires rﬁéiled, 25 (5  10 pércen;t) weré returned
undeliverable. The researcher detérmined a second mailing was needed to increase the
rate of return.

A second mailing to the 126 non-respondents from the first mailing was completed
six weeks later. The second mailing resulted in 117 (23.40 percent of total mailing) usable
responses.‘ In the second mailing, 9 (1.70 percent) were returned undeliverable. Of the
original 427 questionhaires delivered, 393 useable qﬁestionnaires were returned. The
researcher accounted for 100 percent of the organizations on the original list of 427
through either a response or an undelivered return.

Data from the questionnaires were analyzed using descriptive statistics, frequency
disfributions, percentages, mean scores, and cross tabulations. Data suited for créss

tabulation by organization size and type were determined. Each specific question was



49

analyzed based on the number of responses to that particular question since all
respondents did not respond to all questions. In addition, the data from the rank-order

type of questions was computed to provide weighted means for each item.
Summary |

“This ch'ap‘t'ef described the methods used in the study, identification of the
population, instrument design and development, institutional revjew board approval, and
data collection and analysis. Since an existing instrument»suitable for this study was not
available, the researcher developed an instrument, es1;ab1ished content validity via a panel
of experts, .and made the decision to proceed with the study. |

Tﬁe initial insfrument (Elenburg, 1986) was pilot-tested with ten business and
industry organizations, alléwing 28 professionals and representatives of tﬁe population
studied to review it. Additionally, a modified version of Elenburg’s instrument was used
in Kunneman’s (1995) study, resulting in a 81 percent response rate (124 returned from
141 questionnaires mailed, 10 refurned duplicated or with insufficient information).

The researcher mailed 427 questionnaires followed by a second mailing (126) six
weeks later. Data from the questionnaires were analyzed using‘ descriptive statistics.
Frequeﬁcy distributions, mean scores, percentages and cross tabulations between
questions were used to interpret the data. In addition, data from the rank-order type of

questions were computed to provide weighted means for each item.



'CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS.- - .

OF THE DATA

The results of the study are divided into seven sections. The seven sections are the
seven research qu‘e‘stiorlls for the sfﬁd};:’ (1)‘ H(')w rﬁeny organizations"i‘n the deﬁned
population have a training and development specialist‘? (2) What management training
activities are taking place? (3) How much management training is being offered by these
organizations? (4) How are current management training initiatives being delivered?

(5) What limits training opportunities for ménagers? (6) How many assess their managers
training needs? (7) What preferences do these organizations have concerning type, source,
and methods of training? |

Of the 427 questionnaires mailed, 393 were returned. Out of the 427, 34 were
returned undelivefablei A total of 393 (9204 p‘ercent) completed and returned
questionnaires were used to represent the defined population. The analysis is based on
those 393 responses. To completely and accurateiy present the data, various tables were
formulated.

Of those reporting, 7.09 percent indicated they were from organizations of less
then 50 employees, 11.81 percent indicated they were from organizations of 50 - 99

employees, 29.17 percent from organizations of 100 - 249 employees, 31.50 percent from

50
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organizations of 250 - 499 people, 14.92 percent form organizations of 500 - 999
employees, and 5.51 percent form organizations of more than 1,000 employees. Table I

and Table II show the distribution of the 393 responding organizations by size.
Distribution of Training and Developmentb Specialists

Research Question One asked: How many organizations .in the defined population
have a training andvdevelopment specialist? Question five and six on the -questionnaire
were designed to gather the infonﬁation. Question ﬁve was divided into two segments.
Part A asked: Do you have a staff member who administers or coordinates management
training? If so, what is the person’s title? - Those responding (n=393) reported a stronger
tendency toward “Yes”: 60.56 percent said “Yes”; 39.44 percent answered “No.” (See
Table IT1.) Those responsible for training were most frequently in positions identified as
trainer, manager of management development,' education development‘ specialist, director
of employee improvement, humanvresources manager, training manager, and quality
training manager.

A cross tabulation of the size of the organizations with whether they have a staff
member responsible for management training indicated about en even division between
those who did and those who did not for organizations employing 100-499 employees. Of
those employing 500-999 employees, 86.50 percent of the respondents indicated that they
did have a staff member responsible fof rﬁanagement training. Additionally, those
employing less than 50 employees strongly indicated that they did not generally have a

staff member responsible for training (60.72 percent said “No”). Of those employing more



TABLE 1

A SUMMARY OF RESPONDENTS BY SIZE OF ORGANIZATION

Number of Employees | » Frequency Percent of Total

FewerthanHS—O | L . 28 7 ) 7.09 _
50- 99 ‘ : ‘ 46 11.81
100-249 115 29.17
250 - 499 | 124 - 31.50
500 - 999 , 59 14.92
1,000 or more 20 551

Total : 303 ©100.00

TABLE II

A SUMMARY OF RESPONDENTS BY TYPES OF ORGANIZATION

‘Number of Employees Frequency Percent of Total
Manufacturing | 151 38.51
Banking/Finance/Insurance 33 8.50
Transportation/Utilities - - 25 B 6.30
IiusineSS Services » , - 29 : 7.40
Retail Trade 46 ' 11.60

 Public Adlnhﬁstratioh 32 . 8.12
Health Services 26 6.50
Mining/Construction/Agricultural 21 3.30
Wholesale Trade 14 3.60
Other 16 4.17

Total 393 100.00




TABLE III

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH
A STAFF MEMBER WHO ADMINISTERS OR COORDINATES
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MANAGEMENT TRAINING
Frequency Distribution Percent of Responses
Yes | | B © 6056
No | 155 | 3944

Total : 393 100.00
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than 1,000 employees, 92.50 percent (20 organizations) reported that they did héve a staff
member responsible for management training. (See Table IV.)

A cross tabulation of type of Vorvgani‘zations with whether they have a staff member
responsible for training indicated about an even division between those who did and those
who did not, except‘ for manufacturing, transportation/uﬁlities, and public administration.
More than two-thirds (68.32%) of public administration oriented organizations indicated
they did not have a staff member responsible for training. Manufactun'hg and
transportation/utilities oriented organizations’most strongly indicated they did utilize a
training and develqpment specialist. (See Table V.)

Question six aéked: Is training his/her pn’mairy responsibility? To whom does that
person report? Only 26. 19 percent said that training was the major responsibility of the
person administering or c_:oordinaﬁng training. (See Table VI.) The person to whom the
trainers most frequently reported were a human resources ﬁanager, president, training
division director, manager of training, owner, or the training manager.

A cross tébulation of the size of the ofganization with whether they have anyone
whose primary responsibility is frajning indicated a consisfent “No”, with the éxception of
organizations larger than 1"000 einpldyees (92.50 percent said “Yes”). As the
organizations grew larger, the percent of those indicting “Yes” significantly increased.
Organizations with 500—999 employees indicated that 32.40 percent employed someone
with management training as a primary responsibility. (See Table VII.)

However, retail trade, business services, manufacturing, transportation/utilities,

“banking/finance/insurance, and health services ranged from 42-24% “Yes.”



TABLE IV

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH A
STAFF MEMBER WHO ADMINISTERS OR COORDINATES
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MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY SIZE OF
- ORGANIZATION
N % N %. N %

Fewer than 50 11 3928 17 60.72 28 7.09
50- 99 31 6739 16 3261 46 1181
100 - 249 58 50.40 57 4960 115 29.17
150 - 499 67 54.30 57 4570 124 31.50
500 - 999 51 86.50 8 1350 59 1492
1,000 or more 20 93.50 2 750 21 5.51
Total 238 155 393 100.00
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A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH A
STAFF MEMBER WHO ADMINISTERS OR COORDINATES
MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY TYPE OF

ORGANIZATION
Type of Yes No Total
Organizdtion N % N % N %
Manufacturing 110 7284 41 2716 151 . 3851
Banking/Finance/Insurance “18° 5426 15 45.74 33 8.50
Transportation/Utilities 19 76.84 6 23.16 25 6.30
Business Services 16 53.87 13 46.13 29 7.40 |
Retail Trade 235129 22 871 46 11.60
Public Administration 10 3168 22 68.32 32 8.12
Health Services 13 49.58 13 50.42 26 6.50
vMimng/Constmction/Agri.cultural 12 5736 9 42.64. 21 5.30
Wholesale Trade | 7 52.97 7 47.03 14 3.60
Other 9 54.32 7 45.68 16 4.17
Total 238 155 393 100.00
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TABLE VI

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH A
STAFF MEMBER WHOSE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

‘IS MANAGEMENT TRAINING
Freaquency Distribution Percent of Responses
N
Yes ' 103 - 26.19
No | 290 73.81
Total | | 393 | 100.00
TABLE VII

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH A
STAFF MEMBER WHOSE RESPONSIBILITY IS
MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY SIZE OF

ORGANIZATION
Number of ' Yes No Total
Employees N % N % N %
Fewer thah 50 0 0.00 28 iO0.00 28 7.09
50 - 99 : : 4 : 8.40 | 42 91.60 46 11.81
100 - 249 25 21.50 90 - 78.50 115 29.17
250 -499 35 28.60 87 7140 124 31.50
500 - 999 19 32.40 40 67.60 59 14.92
1,000 or more 20 92.50 1 7.50 21 551
Total | 103 290 393 100.00

N =393
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and public administration 94 percent “No.” Wholesale trade indicated a 100 percent

“No”. (See Table VIIL.)
Management Training Activities

Research question two asked: What management training activities are taking
place? Question 22 on the questionnaire was designed to gather that information. It was
divided into two sections to determine when the training was offered, past, present, or
never, and the type of benefit received from the tra'ining., tangible, intangible, or none.
(See Table IX.) Respondents chOse frorﬁ a list of 22 prégram areas categorized
according to the following types: management/leadership, marketing, company-specific,
personal development, and systems training. ‘The area they named as presently being
offered most frequently was Computer Operation (63.27 percent). Computer Operation
was also ranked as number one (63.92 percent) with the highest perceived tangible benefit
received from the training. The second area named as being offered most frequently was
Policies and Procedures (53.47 percent). Policies and Procedures was ranked number 2
(57.30 pergent) in perceived tangible benefit received from the training. Ranked as the
number one choice in the intangible column was Written Communications (86.15 percent)
followed by Employee Relations (85.28 percent). Due to the emphasis placed on bottom
line profit and the return on investment dollar the tangib_le list_ from Table IX highlights
and ranks the respondents’ choices in order 6f tangible benefit received from the training

presently being offered.
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TABLE VIII

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS WITH A
STAFF MEMBER WHOSE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY IS
MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY TYPE OF

~ ORGANIZATION

Type of | | Yes No' - Total
Organizaton N % N % N %
Manufacturing .45 29.73 106 70.27 . 151 38.51
Banldng/Finance/Insurénce ’ 8 2395 25 76.05 33 - 8350
Transportation/Utilities 7 28.27 18 71.73 25 6.30
Business Services 10 3439 19 65.61 - 29 7.40
Retail Tradé | » , - 19 ‘41.68. 27 58.32 46 11.60
Public Administration 2 6.27 30 93.73 32 8.12
Health Services 6 2349 20 76.51 26 6.50
Mining/Construction/Agricultural 32 14.40 18 85.60 21. 5.30
Wholesale Trade | 0 00.00 14 100.00 14 3.60
Other 3 18.31 13 81.69 16 4.17

Total 103 290 393 100.00




TABLE 1X

A SUMMARY OF TRAINING OFFERED BY ORGANIZATIONS AND THE
PERCEIVED BENEFIT RECEIVED FROM THE TRAINING

Type of : WHEN TRAINING OFFERED BENEFIT RECEIVED FROM TRAINING
Training Present Past Never Tangible Intangible = None
' N % N % N % N % N % N %
Management Leadership: - v ' V o
Setting Priorities 151 38.48 214 5436 28 7.16 96 2432 280 71.26 17 4.43
Planning/Decision Making | 139 3540 249 6340 5 1.20 - 158 ; 40.26 218 55.38 17 4.36
Delegating 128 32.50 167 4237 99 25.13 - 131 33.26 247’ 62.84 15 3.90
Time Management 172 43.75 201 51.27 20 4,98 151 38.46 234 5943 .8 2.11
| Financial Management 139 -~ 3547 162 4131 91 2322 153 - 3894 234 59.56 6 1.50
Staffing 168 4270 202 5149 25 581 - 84 21.47 309 7853 0 0.00
Performance Appraisal ©156 39.64 168 42.85 ', 69 17.51 148 37.54 245 62.46 0 0.00
‘Legal Regulations 125 31.73 172 | 43.65 97 2462 153 38.91 246 61.09 0 0.00
Marketing: i
Produce/Service Quality 68 17.40 80 20.36 245 62.24 180 45.78 0 00.00 213 54.22
Product Development 64 16.36 53 13.58 275 70.06 187 47.62 0 00.00 206 © 52.38

Sales 85 21.56 121 30.82 187 4762 100 2537 213 - 54.31 80 20.32

09



TABLE IX (Continued)

Type of WHEN TRAINING OFFERED BENEFIT RECEIVED FROM TRAINING
Training Present Past Never Tangible Intangible - None
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Company-Specific: :
Policies and Procedures 210 53.47 170 4327 13 3.26 225 57.30 168 42.70 0 00.00
Personal: ' .
Customer Relations 171 43.56 213 54.32 , 8 2.12 135 34.28 128 32,67 130 33.05
Employee Relations 187 47.50 158 40.31. 48 12.19 | 58 14.72 335 85.28 ‘ 0 00.00
Interpersonal Communication 170 4328 187 4758 36 914 62 1583 331 - 8417 0 00.00
Written Communication 160 . 40.72 172 4389 60 15.39 54 13.85 339 86.15 0 00.00
Conducting Meetings 173 43.95 ' 214 54.39 7 1.66 94 23.94‘ 61 15.47 238 60.58
Motivation 148 37.56 167 4237 79 2007 212 53.95 181 4605 0 00.00
Systems Training: | ) j
Computer Operations 249 63.27 144 36.73 0 00.00 251 63.92 0 00.00 142 36.08
Accounting | 52 13.12 144 36.54 198 50.34 96 2438 0 00.00 297 75.62
Inventory 100 25.34 123 31.29 170 43.37 121 30.73 0 00.60 272 69.27
Record Keeping 93 23.57 129 3284 171 43.59 58 14.64 0 OO.OYO 335 85.36

19
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Budgeted Training

) Research question three asked: How »m'ucl}train‘ing is offered by these
organizations? Questions four and eight through 11 on the questionnaire were designed to
answer this question. Question four asked: Does your company budget funds for
managemenf tfaiﬁiﬁg?' Of those respondihg,v6'4.63 percent answered “Yes” and 35.37
percent ansv'vered “No”. (See Table X)

A cross tabulation of the size of the responding organizations with whether they
budgeted for management frainjng showed that larger érganizatioﬁs friore frequently
budgeted fof training. (Sée Tablé XI.) Organizations with 50-99 employees were about
evenly divided betwéen those who did (49.30 percent) and thése who did not (50.70
percént) budget for trainirig. Organizations with 100-249 employees were almost evenly
divided between those Who did (58.70 percent) and those who did not (41.30 percent)
budget for training. Organizations with 250-499 employees indicated that 72.40 percent
did budget for training and 27.60 percent did not. Orgémizations with 500-999 employees
‘reported that 84.20 percent did budget for training and 15.80 percent did not. Of'the
organizations resbonding with 1,000 or more employees, 100% (21 organizationé)
reported that they do budget funds for management training.

A cross tabulation of the type of organizations with whether they budgeted for
management training indicated about an even division between those who did and those
who did not except for manufacturing and banking/finance/insurance. Other indicated the

largest percentage that budgeted for training; health services and transportation/utilities
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TABLE X

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS
THAT BUDGET FOR MANAGEMENT TRAINING

Frequevn_cyr Distribution - Percent of Responses

N
Yes 254 64.63
No R 139 3537

Total : 393 : " 100.00
N =393 -
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A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT
BUDGET FOR MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY SIZE

OF ORGANIZATION
Number of Yes - NQ Total
Fewer than 50 4 1260 24 8740 28 709
50- 99 22 4930 24 5070 46 1181
100 - 249 67 5870 48 4130 115  29.17
250 - 499 90 7240 34 2760 124 3150
599 - 999 50 8420 9 1580 59 1492
1,000 or more 21 10000 0 0000 21 5.51
254 39 393 100.00

Total

N=393
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~were next. The most frequently reported type of industry in the other category was
engineering and telecommunication services. (See Table XII.)

Question eigh.t_avsked‘: Whet percent of your manage.rs- received treining t‘l‘l»i‘s‘pas.'e |
year? Answers to questions four and eight indicated that about 50-60. percent (mean
average 53.85%) of fhe responding ofg'anization’s managers received training and that the
largér companies were the ones that tended-to budget for the training.

"A cross tabulation of the §ize of the orgarﬁzations and the percent of their
managers trained indicated that the size of the organizafions made little difference inthe
percent of their managers trained. (See Table X11.)

Question nine on the questionnaire asked: How much did you spend training
managers this past year?" Of those responding, 39.40 percent spent under $2,000; 28.40
percent spent. $2,000-$5,000; 17.50 percent spent $5,000-$10,.OOO; 5.40 percent spent
$10,000-$20,000; and 9.30 percent spent over $20,000. (See Table XIV.)

A cross tabulation of the size of the organization with the amount spent in training
indicated that the larger the company, the larger the expenditure for training. (See Table
XV.) Ofthe 393 respondents to the question, 28 were members of organizations less than
50 employees; 46 were members of erganizations of 50-99 emnloyees; 115 were members
of organizations of 100-249 employees; 124 were members of organizations of 250-499
employees; 59 were members of efganizatnions of 500-999 employees; and 21 were
members of organizations of 1,000 or more employees. Almost one-third (31.40 percent)
of the respondents in organizations of 500-999 spent over $20,000 on training. More than
half (54.20 percent) of the respondents in organizations of 50-99 spent less than $2,000.

Over one-third (39.50 percent) of the respondents in organizations of 100-249 employees



TABLE XII

66

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT
BUDGET FOR MANAGEMENT TRAINING

BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

Type of Organization - " Yes  No Total
N % N % N %
Manufacturing 109 7196 42 2804 151 3851
Banking/Finance/Insurance 19 57.46 14 4254 33 8.50
Transportatign/Utiliﬁes 18 = 73.49 7 2651 25 6.30
Business Services 12 4254 17 5746 29 740
Retail Trade 29 6253 17 3747 46 11.60
Public Administration 20 6348 12 3652 32 812
Health Services 19 7368 73 2632 26 650
Mining/Construction/Agricultural 10 48.36 11 51.64 21 5.30
Wholesale Trade 6 39.84 9 90.16 14 3.60
Other 12 74.68 4 2532 16 417
Total 254 139 393 100.00




TABLE XIII
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A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS TRAINING
MORE OR LESS THAN FIFTY PERCENT OF THEIR MANAGERS

BY SIZE OF ORGANIZATION

Sizé of More than 50%- o Lvess thah 50% " Total
Organization - N % N - % AN %
Fewer than 50 » 12 41.40 16 46.90 28 100.00

50; 99 25 55.60 21 46.90 | 46 100.00
100 - 149 58 50.70 57 45.50. 115 100.00
150 - 499 65 5 2.60 59 46.90 124 100.00
500 - 999 34 5830 25 46.90 59 100.00
1,000 or more 14 »‘ 64.50 | 7 39.6 21 100.00

N =393



TABLE X1V

A SUMMARY OF THE AMOUNT SPENT ON .

MANAGEMENT TRAINING
'A.n'lc->unt Sp'envt - ' - Frequency Percent of Responses
Under $2,000 - - e 155 39:40
$2,000 - $5,000 : 112 ' 28.40
$5,000 - $10,000- : - 69. : 17.50
$10,000 - $20,000 - 21 ' 5.40
Over $20,000 37 . 9.30

Total . 393 100.00




TABLE XV

A SUMMARY OF THE AMOUNT SPENT ON MANAGEMENT TRAINING

BY SIZE OF ORGANIZATION

Under $2.95K $5-10K  $10-20K Over
$2K | $20K

Size of » o . o B o

Organization /° ) _A’ N /. /o » »A’
Fewer than 50 5420 4350 230 00.00  00.00
50- 99 3820 4160 2020  00.00 - 00.00
100-249 3950 3390 2620  00.00  00.00
250-499 3920 2890 1840 720 630
599 - 999 3940 . 720 7.40 1460 3140
1,000 or more 2130 720 740 1520 4890

N=393
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spént under $2,000. Of the respondents in organizations employing 250-499 staff, 39.20
percent spent under $2,000 and 6.30 percent spent over $20,000 on training.

A crp_s_$ tabulla.tion. of type of - org;}éiza}tions anfi what ‘trhey spent on training
indicated that wholesale trade spent the least. Manufactur'i'hg;and.transponation and
utilities spent the most. ‘Although a signiﬁcaﬁt number (73.68 percent) of health services
indicated they budgeted for ménagement training, 61.60 percent indicated they budgeted
less then $5,000. More than 60 percent of all types of _organizationsindicated they spent
less then $5,000 on management training (See Tabie XVL)

Question ten asked: Honany total hours did your managers spend in training
this past year. The mean was 268 hours and fche mode was 1000 hours.» The mean percent
of managers réceiving’ training was 53.85. Due to probabie hlisunderstanding of the
question, the range of responses was 3900 hours (high 4000 - low 100). This variability
could have possible been attributed to the interpretation of the Question asa single
nianager,-orﬁ as a total group of managers. The mean number of rhanagers in the
drganizations was 26. The mean number of managers receiving training was 14. The
mean number of total hours a manager spent in training was 19.14.

| Quesfion eléveﬁ on tﬁequestiénnaire asked: Dd you fe,éi your managers receive
adequate trainiﬁg? Thosé responding indicated the training was “fairly adequate” (62.20
percenf). Ahother 29.13 percént felt the trainjng was ‘finadequate”. However, only 8.66
f)ercent felt the training was “very adequate”. (See Table XVIL)
A éross tabulation of the size of the organizatioﬁ with the adequacy of training

indicated larger organizations were least satisfied with management training adequacy.
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TABLE XVI

A SUMMARY OF THE AMOUNT SPENT ON MANAGEMENT
TRAINING BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

Type of | Under $5K ~ $5K-10K =~ More than $10K
Ofganization N % | N % N %
‘Manufacturing % 6370 28 18.70 27 17.60
Banking/Finance/Insurance 23 69.30 6 18.50 4 1 1.70
Transportation/Utilities 15 62.50 3 12.50 6 25.00
Business Services - ' 19 63.80 7 125.60 3 10.60
Retail Trade 34 7530 .. 8 - 1650 4 8.20
‘Public Administration 25 7760 3 1070 4 1170
Health Services 16 6160 6 220 4 16.20
| Mining/Construction/Agricultural 15 70.30 0 0.00 6 29.60
Wholesale Trade 11 7810 3 21.90 0 0.00
Other 12 2450 4 2450 0 0.00

Total 267 69 58 100.00




TABLE XVII

A SUMMARY OF THE RESPONDENTS’ PERCEIVED
ADEQUACY OF MANAGER TRAINING '

| Fréquehcy : Percent of Respondents
Very Adequate - S e 34 S B66
Fairly Adequate 244 , ‘ 62.20
" Inadequate ' - 114 ’ 29.13

Total 100 | 100.00
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Zero (0) percent of the organizations with 500-999 employees indicated the training as
“very adequate”. Organizations with 250-499 employees were closely divided between
“inadequate” (41.3 percent) and “fairly adequate” (54.30 percent). Organizations with
v fewer than 250 employees iridreéited fairlydadequate manager training as the dominant
response. (See _TaPIe XVIL)

A cross tabuiation of type of company With the adequacy of management training
indicated the majority felt trainirlg was fairly adequate. Public Admini‘s'tration (20.04

percent) was the most satisfied. (See Table XIX.)
Delivery of Management Training

Research question four asked: How are the current management training
initiatives being delivered? Question seven on the questionnaire--how are the managers
being trained?--was designed to answer this question. Ranked in order of priority, the

respondents (N=393) indicated the following sources of training programs:

1. 68.4% In-house, company developed and presented training programs.

2. | 49.5% In-house, private firm developed and presented training programs.
3. 37.4}% Off-site, company deveIoped and presented training programs.

4. 27.4% Oﬁ’fsite, private firm developed and presented training programs. )
5. 25.4% Training delivered bya vocationaletechrﬁeal school.

6. 22.4% Training delivered by a college/urliversity.

7. 15.3% Other--professional organizations most frequently cited.



TABLE XVIII

A SUMMARY OF THE RESPONDENTS’ PERCEIVED ADEQUACY
OF MANAGER TRAINING BY SIZE OF
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- ORGANIZATION -

Size of Inadequate Fairly Adequate Very Adequate
Organization % % %
Less than 50 22.30 62.40 15.30

50 -99 25.40 67.40 7.20
100 - 249 25.30 56.40 18.30
150 - 499 - 41.30 54.30 4.40
500 - 999 +24.00 76.00 0.00
1,000 or more 17.00 83.00 8.00

N=393



A SUMMARY OF THE RESPONDENTS’ PERCEIVED ADEQUACY
~ OF MANAGER TRAINING BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

TABLE XIX
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Type of Adequate Fairly Adequate =~ Very Adequate
Organization N % N % N %
Manufacturing 54 3600 87 5730 10 6.70
Banking/Finance/Insurance 7 2010 22 65.30 5 14.60
Transportation/Utilities 52130 19 7670 0 2.00
Business Services 7 2460 19 6430 3 11.10
Retail Trade 11 2519 31 67.41 3 7.50
Public Administration 8 26.48 17 53.22 7 20.40
Health Services 7 2630 19 ,’ 73.70 0 0.00 .
Mining/Construction/Agricultural 6 27.40 12 58.34 3 14.30
Wholesale Trade 8. 60.00 6 40.00 0 0.00
Other 0 000 13 80.00 3 20.00
Total 114 244 343
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Training Limitations

Reseéfch qﬁestion'ﬁve asked: What limits fraining opportunities for managers?
Question 16 on the questionnaire asked: What iﬁtefrfe_res with your managérs receiving
tréining? Most frequently cited was time it tékes to train (38.5 percent). Second most
frequently ciféEi was IaCk Qf staff to offer training (26.30 percént), Location of training ~
was third under “freque’ntly"’ (25.30 »percent). Cited first under “sorﬁe” was lack of time to
plan training (49.50 percent). Time, no staff to offer, and location Were the top three
under the combination of both ‘ffrequently”'and “some”. Cited least for interference in

training was manager unwillingness. (See Table XX.)
Trainirig Needs Assessment

Research question six asked: How many assess their managers’ training needs?
Questions 12-15 and 21 wére designed to answer this questidn. Question 12 asked: Do
you know what your managers’ training needs are? On a scale of 1 (no) to 5 (yes), the
mean was 3.6. More of the respondents said they knew their managers’ training needs
(92.21 percent “somewhat 3” to “yes 57) than said they did not know their managers
training needs (7.79 percent “somewhat 2" to “no17). |

A cross tabulation of size of o‘rganizations’with whether the organization knew the
managers’ training needs indicated that the ofganizaﬁons employing 5001-999 employees
chose “somewhat” (55.00 percent) more then any other size organization. Not a single
respondent in the 500-999 and 1,000 or more size organizations reported they did not

know their managers’ training needs. The other organizations were more evenly
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TABLE XX

A SUMMARY OF WHAT RESPONDENTS PERCEIVE
INTERFERES WITH TRAINING

Frequently = Some  Not At All

Time : :
Frequency ’ 151 171 71
Percent of Respondents , 385 435 18.0
Cost | : |
Frequency : . 81 190 123
Percent of Respondents 20.5 483 31.2
Location : o
Frequency / 9 171 122
Percent of Respondents - 253 43.6 31.1
Training Unavailable ‘ _
Frequency . 52 151 190
Percent of Respondents , 13.2 384 48.4

Lack of Planning Time

Frequency | ‘ 76 195 123

Percent of Respondents 19.3 495 31.2
Lack of Staff to Train

Frequency 103 191 99

Percent of Respondents - 26.3 48.5 252
Manager UnWillingness _ ,

Frequency 21 143 229

Percent of Respondents 53 36.4 ‘583

No One To Coordinate :
Frequency o 72 151 170
Percent of Respondents 18.3 384 433
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distributed between “somewhat” and “yes” when asked if they knew their managers’
training needs. (See Table XXI.) -

A cross tabulation of type of organizétion with whether the organization knew
their managers’ training needs indicated that more than 50 percent of the organizatiéns.felt
they knew» their managers training needs. Public Adm}inirst_ra_t_i’og‘;irrvldic':ated:the strongest
“yes.” Manufacturing indicated the fewest “no” responses. Health services and wholesale
trade had the most “no” responses. (See Table XXII.) :

Question 13 asked: Has a needs assesément b‘eeh performed in your company
within the past three years to determine managérs’ trainiﬁg needs? The 393 respondents
- answered as follows: Yes = 25.40 percent, No =' 66.30 percent, and Don’t know = 8.30
percent. |

A cross tabulation of size of organization with whethér they had performed a needs
assessment indicated more then 50 perceﬁt had not or did not khow in organizations 1ess
then 999 employees. Those with fewer than 250 employees most strongly indicated that
they did not perform needs assessments. Organizations employing 500-999 were more
evenly divided between those who had and those who had not. Those with greater-fhan
1000 employees most stroﬁgly indicated that they did perform needs assessments (51 .60’
percent). (See Table XXIIIL.)’ | | -

A cross tabulation of type of organizatioh with whether they Had performed a
needs assessment ih the past three years indicatéd more than 50 had not or did not know.

Retail trade most frequently indicated they had performed a needs assessment. Wholesale



TABLE XXI

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT

REPORT KNOWLEDGE OF MANAGERS’ TRAINING
NEEDS BY SIZE OF ORGANIZATION
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Size of Organization

No (1) Somewhat (2-4) Yes (5)
% % %

Less than 50 - 16.00 37:00 47.00
50 - 99 11.00 28.00 61.00
100 - 249 11.00 30.00 59.00
250 - 499 '3.0'0 47.00 50.00
500-999 1 0.00 55.00 45.00
1,000 or more 0.00 34.00 66.00

N =393
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A SUMI\/IARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT
REPORT KNOWLEDGE OF MANAGERS’ TRAINING
NEEDS BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

Type of No (1) Somewhat (2-4) Yes (5)
Organization N % N % N %
Manufacturing 4 -2.60 - 38 38.50 89 | 58.90
Banking/Finance/Insurance 3 960 11 3350 19 56.90
Transportation/Utilities 3 1204 7 2840 15 59.60
Business Services 3 1100 10 3540 16 53.60
Retail Trade | 3 760 22 4860 20 43.80

" Public Administration 2 700 10 3270 19 60.30
Health Services 2 900 11 4350 12 47.50
Mining/Construction/Agricultural =~ 2 1206 12 57.60 6 30.40
Wholesale Trade 2 17.00 5 36.50 7 46.50
Other 0 0000 8 50.00 8 50.00

- Total 26 156 211
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TABLE XXIIT

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS
THAT PERFORM NEEDS ASSESSMENTS BY

SIZE OF ORGANIZATION

Size of j(_e_g No Do Not Know | Total
Organization N % N % N . % N %
Lessthan50 5 1630 21 7640 2 730 28  7.09
50 - 99 9 2060 32 7030 4 9.10 46  11.80
100 - 249 19 1630 - 80.. - 6930 17 1440 115  29.27
250 - 499 33 2660 8 = 6820 6 520 124 3150
599 -999 23 39.50 34 5740 2 210 59 1492
1,000 or more 11 51.60 9 41.50 1 .69 21 541

N=393
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trade indicated the fewest number of respondents indicating they had performed a needs
assessment. (See Table XXIV.)

Question 14 asked: Which critéria are used to determine manager training needs?
The respondents ranked the criteria as follows: need for performance improvement, new
hire required, managér requests, and new technology.required. Table XXV shows.the -
percentage of each criteria as indicated by the respondents.

‘Question 15 asked, Who determines which managers receive training? The
respondents’ (N=393) answers in rank order follows:

1. Chief Executive Officer =~ 67.8%

2. Personnel Departmerit 486% |

3. Immediate Supervisors 45.8%

4. ‘Manager himself/ herself 32;6%

Question 21 asked: Does your company evaluate manager training? Formal
evaluation? Informal evaluation? Those responding (N=393) indicated “Yes” (69.98
percent) more than “No” (30.02 percent). The evaiuation, according to those who
answered “Yes”, was more “informal” (76.45 percent) than “formal” (23.55 percent).

A cross tabulation éf size of organization with whether they evaluated manager
training indicated a significant increase in those that did when the organizations employed
250 or more employees. Organizations with fewer than 250 émpIOyees were about evenly
divided between those who did and did not evaluate rﬁanager training. (See Tablé XXVIL)
A cross tabulation of type of organization with whether they evaluated manager training

indicated about an even division between those who did and those who did not.



A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS THAT
PERFORM NEEDS ASSESSMENTS BY TYPE OF

~ TABLE XXIV
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ORGANIZATION

Typeof Yes No Don’t Know

Organization N % N % N %

Manufactuting 33 2190 100 66.40 18 11.70
Banking/Finance/Iusurance 11 3320 18 5470 4 1210
Transportation/Utilities 3 1230 18 72.16 4 15.60
Business Services 11 3740 18 62.60 0 0.00
Retail Trade 18 4020 26 5780 1 2.00
Public Administration 7. 2180 22 6750 3 10.70
Health Services 10 38.40 16 61.60 ‘O 0.00
Miniﬁg/Construction/Agricultural | 4 17.30 15 ‘73.20 21 9.50
Wholesalé Tfade 0 00.00 14 100.00 0 0.00
Other 3 20.00 13 80.00 0 0.00

Total 100 261 32
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A SUMMARY OF THE RESPONDENTS’ PERCEIVED CRITERIA
DETERMINING MANAGER TRAINING NEEDS

Frequency Some  Not At All
Performance Improvement
~ Frequency. . 140 213 40 . .
Percent of Respondents 35.7 54.2 10.1
Manager Request
‘ Frequency 135 245 13
Percent of Respondents 344 62.3 33
New Technology Required |
- Frequency 128 - 219 46
Percent of Respondents 325 55.5 11.8
New Hire Requiredv : B
Frequency 139 206 48
Percent of Respondents 35.4 525 12.1
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A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT

EVALUATE MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY SIZE

OF ORGANIZATION

Number of Yes No Total
Employees N % N % N %
Fewer than 50 15 5240 13 4760 28 7.09
50- 99 26 5540 20 4460 46 1181
100 - 249 63 5510 52 4490 115 29.17
250 - 499 92 7430 32 2570 124 3150
599 - 999 53 9020 5 980 59 14.92
1,000 or more 20 9250 1 75 21 5.51

Total N=393



86

More Wholesale trade, retail trade, and health services indicated they evaluate manager

training. “(See Table XXVIIL.)

Type, Source, andeethods of Training

Research question seven asked: What preferences do these organizations have

concerning type, source, and methods of training? - Questions 17-19 and 20 on the

questionnaire were designed to answer this question.

Question 19 asked: Which ‘of the following training would you like to offer or

continue to offer your managers? Respondents chose from a list of 22 program areas

categorized according to the following types: management/leadership, marketing,

company-specific, personal development, and systems training.

The following list ranks the respondents’ choices (N=393) in order of preferences:

1.

2.

10.

73.40%

70.20%

69.40%

68.50%

67.30%

66.20%

65.20%

64.10%

61.30%

58.40%

Planning/ Decision making (Management/Leadership)
Delegating (Management/Leadership)
Time management (Management/Leadership)

Employee relations (Personal)

- Motivation (Personal)

Setting priorities (Management Leadership)
Computer’ Operation (Systems Traini_ng)
Performance appraisal (Management/Leadership)
Customer relations (Personal)

Interpersonal communication (Personal)



TABLE XXVII

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM ORGANIZATIONS THAT
EVALUATE MANAGEMENT TRAINING BY TYPE

OF ORGANIZATION

Typeof Xe_s_  No Total
Organizaon N % = N % N %
Manufacturing 105 6940 46 3060 151 38.51
Bankmg/Fmance/Insurance 21 6340 12 3660 33 850
Transportation/Utilities 17 6740 8 3260 25 6.30
Business Services 19 6440 10 3560 29 7.40
Retail Trade | 35 7630 11 2370 46 11.60
Public Administration 18 5530 14 4470 32 8.12
Health Services . 20 7740 6 2260 26 6.50
Mining/Construction/AgriculﬁJral 10 4750 11 5250 21 530
Wholesale Trade 11 80.00 3 20.00 14 3.60
Other 13 81.50 3 1850 16 417

Total 268 125 393 100.00




11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16
17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22,

55.20%

53.20%

50.50%

47.30%

44.50%

42.30%

40.40%

48.70%

44.60%
41.50%
26.40%

22.50%
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Written communications (Personal)

Policies and Procedures (Company - Specific)
Sales (Marketmg) |

F1nanc1a1/Budget1ng (Management Leadershlp)
Product/Service quality (Marketmg)

Legal regulatlons (Management/Leadershlp)
Inventory (Systems Training)

Stafﬁng (Management/Leadership)
Connucting meetings (Pereenal) |

Record Keeping (Systems Training)
Accounting (Systems training)

Product develepment (Marketing)

Question 20 asked: the respondents to rank sources and methods of training they

would choose to satisfy managers’ training needs. The types of training were the

categories listed in the question above. Respondents ranked their first preferences as

number one. Self-paced or self-instruction (books), computer-assisted, packaged (video/

audio assisted), and classroom (lecture/ discussion/ activity) were the method choices

given the respondents.

The method they named as first choice for all types of training was classroom

(lecture/discussion/activity). The second choice of method, for all types of training except

systems and personal, was packaged (video/ audio assisted). The third choice was

computer assisted, except for Personal. It ranked fourth for personal. (See Table

XXVIIL)



TABLE XXVIII

A SUMMARY OF THE MEAN RANKS FOR METHOD
OF TRAINING PREFERENCES BY
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TYPE OF TRAINING

Type of - Self-Paced Computer- Packaged Classroom
Training : (Books) Assisted :
Management/Leadership | 2.99 2.86 © 240 1.53
Marketing 3.08 ‘ 2.86 235 1.81
Company-Specific 2.95 2.95 2.50 1.65
Personal 28 - 291 . 250 1.92
Systems 314 201 ‘ 291 1.88

Rank 1-4 1 = First Preference
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The source of training' choices given respondents were area vocational-technical
schools, university/colleges, their own company (in-house), or private consulting/ training
firms. Respéndents ranked therr first preference as number one. The source of training
the respondents named as first choice for management/ leadership training was private
consulting/ training ﬁrm's._ (See Table XXIX.) The first choice for marketing and‘
company/specific training was in-house. The first choice for pérsona], énd.systems
training, and‘manggement/leadership was area vocational-technical Schools. Second
choice for management/leadership- and systems training was in-house. For, the
management/leadership training the third choice of sources was private firms. University/

college consistently were chosen fourth.as a source of training.



TABLE XXIX

A SUMMARY OF THE MEAN RANKS FOR SOURCE
OF TRAINING PREFERENCES BY
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TYPE OF TRAINING
Type of _ ~ Area Vo- University/ In-House = Private
Training . Tech College Firm
Management/Leadership 220 2.96 222 2.73
Marketing 263 2.78 2.25 2.55
Company-Specific 242 340 142 2.88
Personal 213 278 233 . 2.87
Systems - - 1.98 293 2.12 3.00

Rank 1-4 1 - First Preference



CHAPTER V

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

The focuévof the study wés, What management training needsbexist and what
current training activities are taking place within the business and induétry environment in
Oklahoma? Indicators suggest that large business and industry organizations do most of
management training; while snialler organizations have a need for management training but
do little training with thebcurr-ent resources available. The revic-’;w of literature indicated
that small and mid-sized organizations have a highef need for maﬁagement training and
until recently this size of organization has not seen the usefulness and/ or financial return

_from this type of training. The literature review also indicated that organizations without
an individual directly in charge of management training are the ones with the most obvious
need.

The -purpose of the. Study was to examine management training needs and current
training activities in ‘the deﬁned study population in order to provide more adequate
information to those méking management training decisions and thdse vproviding the
training. The study was designed to provide organizations with information related to the
strengths and weaknesses of management training activities within the identified

organizations. It was also designed to give a better understanding of how those offering

92
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management training might best assist the identified organizations in their management
‘training efforts.

The following questions were designed to answer the basic focus of the study:

1. How many organizations in the defined population have a training and

development specialist?

2. What managément training activities are taking place?

3. How much management training is offered by these organizations?

4. How are the current' managementbtraining initiatives being delivered?

5  What limits training o_pportunitie‘s for managers?

6. How many asséss their man'agers‘ tréining needs?

7. What preferences do these organizations have concerning type, source, and

methods of training?

The economic climate in Oklahoma at the time of the survey was in a steady
upturn. According to the literature, econ‘omic upturns normally lead to increased training
and expansion.' This was certainly a contributor to the return rate of 92.04 percent of the
study participants. After a follow-up of non-respondents the 393‘ responses to the 427
questionnaires delivered to those in the population were cénsidered adequate. The follow-
up of non-respondents indicated no significant differences between them and the
respondents. The results of the study profiled management training in Oklahoma so that
generalizations could be made to the types of business and industry organizations
surveyed.

The study was designed to provide information to two groups: organizations

wanting to provide management training to their employees and those wanting to assist
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those organizations in their management training, particularly the Oklahoma Depértment
of Vocational Technical Education. The study will enable those providing training
programs to choose the most appropriate training for a given situation, how much to-
budget for the training, and determine what training methods are best suited to meet
individual participaﬁt needs. They can also determine how they: compare with
organizations of like size in their efforts to provide management training. Those providing
the training can use the information in this study to determine the types of management

training programs to offer and the methods to use when delivering the training.

Findings
Responses to’the 22 ifem questionnaire designed to ariswér the seven research
questions were tabulated from the 393 respondents that fit the designated populatibn.
Cross tabulaﬁon of the size of orgénizations and tjfpe of organizafions with various
questions indicéted the eﬂ‘eét that sizé and type of organization had on management

training,
Finding #1

The data indicated that approximately 60% of the organizations have a trainiﬁg and
development specialist. Additionally, _orgérﬁzations tended to have a person in charge of
management trainirig when the staff total was 250 or above. The data also indicated that
when organizétions had a person in charge of training, it was that person’s primary

responsibility if the staff total was 500 or more.
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' Finding #2

The data indicated that training cﬁrrently being offered to business and industry
organizations in Oklahoma includes complifei.dperatiori in allfnddt.‘every size and typé'-of -
organization. Likewise, pdlidieS and prqcedures, employee rélétioh.s, coriducting
méetirigs, time‘ maridgement, customer relatidns, interpersonal commuiiicatidns, and
stafﬁng were offered Lbylovei":42% of the organizations. Topiés reported as the most
tangible berieﬁt were motivation, product development, product/service quality,

planning/decision making, financial managerrient, and legal regulations.
Finding #3

The data indicated that sixty-five percent (65%) of the drganizations budgeted
funds for management training. Furthermdre, respondéntsr indicated an expenditure over
$i20,000. during the past year if they had 500 or more employees. Orgariizations with 500
or more employees reported oiily “fairly adequate” or “inadequate” in response to their
attitude toward the management training currently delivered. The data analyzed generally
reflected that the large andmid-‘sized organizations are training 50 percent or more df

their managers, but management training is not a strong priority overall.

Finding #4

Respondents indicated that two-thirds (68.04 %) of their managers were trained
in-house thrdugh company developed training programs. Additionally, there seemed to be

a strong preference (49.5%) for private firms as the source of training.
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Finding #5

Respondents indicated that lack of time to plan the training (38.5%), lack of staff
to offer the training (26.3%), and location of training (25.3%) limits training opportunities
for managers. This is consistent with the limiting factors cited in the literature review as

barriers to offering management training.
Finding #6

The data indicated that only 25.4% of the érganizations had performed a needs
assessment in the past three years..“ waéver, 95.21%»of the organizations reported that
they had at least some knowledge of their managers training need;. The respondent
reported that the need for training was most frequently determined by the need for

performance improvement.

Finding #7

The data indicated that the types of management training most preferred were
leadership and personal developmeﬁt skills. Furthermore, respondent preferences for
training and methods of delivery were in-house with vocational-technical schools
providing the training in a classroom setting. The study does not differentiate between
technical “hard” skills trainiﬁg ré.ther than conceptual ;skills o; “sbft” skills training: The
‘data indicated that the respondents had a preference for five “soft” skills programs
(motivation, planning/decision making, time management, and performance appraisal,

“product/service quality) and five “hard” skill programs (computer operation, policies and
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procedures, -product development, financial budgeting, and legal regulations) in the top
ten.

Conclusions

-

Conclusion #]

The number of organizations that have» a coordinator whose pﬁmary responsibility
is training and development indicated that management training among business and-
industty organizations in Oklahoma was a priority in organizations with 500 or more
employees. Moreover, th‘e’ number of managers trained the past year, the number of
organizations budgeting for the tfaining, and the dollars spent indicated the lack of

emphasis on management training in organizations with fewer than 500 employees.
Conclusion #2

Management training currently being offered to business and industry in Oklahoma
includes the following: computer operation, policies and procedures, employee relations,
conducting meetings, time management, customer relations, interpersonal
communications, and staffing. Respondents indicated tﬁat the_se topics were presently
being offered to their organizatioﬁ and employees. The Okl>ahoma Vocational Technical
System must continue to offer courses with these topics and provide support for company

specific topics.
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Conclusion #3

The size of the organization has the biggest eﬁ'ect on the amount and variation of
training offered managers. At least half of the managers in all of the organizations in the
past year were trained. The larger the Qrganization, the more likely it was for a manager
to receive training and-for the'organiza‘nion to budget funds sp.eciﬁcally for management

training. Almost tWo;thinas ofthe managers in nféaniaations of 250 and above employees
receivéd training in the past year. ‘When organizations reach 250 employees, the data -
indicated they employed somedne witn some of all of tnei“r»responsibility being

management training.
Conclusion #4

It was rather evident that managers were trained in-house fhrough company
developed training programs. However, there seems tn be an apparent prefe-r‘ence”for
Vocational-technical schools as the source of training along with an indication to continue
future programming. The size of the organization made little difference in the attitude
toward the adequacy of the management training. The addition of training coordinators in
the larger organizations made little difference in the attitude toward the adequacy of
training. In fact, the organizations with 500 or more employees reported only “fairly

adequate” or “inadequate” in response to their attitude toward the management training.
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Conclusion #5 .

It was further apparent that lack of time to plan the training, lack of staff to offer
the training, and the location of training most commonly interfered with ‘ménage_méht
training. This is very similar to the factors cited in the literature review as affecting the

amount of management training provided in organizations.
Conclusion #6 -

The majority of the organiéafions and ‘ﬁlanagéré haverno recorded process for
determining training needs but do evaluate the impact of the management training they do.
It w.asbe\‘/i‘dent that the respondents knew, at least soméwhat, tﬁeir managers’ training
needs. However, the absence of needs assessment over time séems to indicate a lack of
commitment toward management training. When asked who determines which managers
réceive training, the most‘ffequent answer was the chief ex>ec‘171tive officer. The majority
indicated they evaluate management training, but over three-fourths said it was an

informal evaluation.

It was also obvious from the findings that the areas of management training needed
were in leadership ‘and pérsonal :develobp'meht skills, while prefefences for training and
methods of delivery were in-house with vocational-technical schools providihg the training
in a classroom setting. This study gives a clear picture of management training activities

in the business and industry in Oklahoma so that an organization can see where it fits



100

compared to others of similar type and size. Furthermore, it was also evident that
management training was perceived as needed and that larger organizations have a great

understanding and desire to accommodate that need.
Recommendations

Recommendation #1

In order to successfully impiement ény training or improvement initiatives,
representativeé f;_om the deliveﬁng organi.z.a.it"i‘on must know the customer’s business better
then they do. The organization that participated in the study indicated that most of them
did have a training and develépment specialist. A relationship must be formed by the
delivering organizations before the needs of the organization come become apparent. To
adequately meet the management training needs of business and industry organizations in
Oklahoma, the first and most obvious step would be to perform a needs assessment to
identify the training needs. Succesgﬁﬂ needs analysis requires an in-depth knowledge of
an organization, typically achieved only through a strong relationship between the

provider and the customer.

Recommendation #2

The Oklahoma Vocational Technical System must offer the management training
topics reported as preferences. Those included motivation, planning/decision making,
time management, and performance appraisal, product/service quality, computer

operation, policies and procedures, product development, financial budgeting, and legal
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regulations.. Many of the training programs mentioned in this study have traditionally been
taught in MBA (Master of Business Administration) programs around the country. The
emphasis—cﬁtical and strategic thinking skills. The programs offered to business and
industry management personnel must broaden interests and extend the habit of inquiry and
reflection; theyﬁ r.nust> sharpen awareness of the ofganizations current social, political, and
economic climate; and they must lay the gr:ounc__iv_vgrkl for a cénﬁﬁual program of self-

development.

Recommendation #3

The brganizétions, who offer management training and those who requést it should
recognize the differences in delivering training to large, mid-sized, and small
organizations. The Oklahoma Vocational Technical System has made strides in this area.
By oﬁ”eﬁhg multi-client programs that allow smaller organizations the opportunity to
receive the same quality of management training, once reserved for only the large and
wealthy organizations, they can share the costs with other small to mid-sized organizations
desiring management training. Additionally, they gain the benefit of exposufe to new and

possibly innovative approaches used by other non-competing organizations.

Recommendation #4

Training providers should also take note of the different wants and needs identified
by organizations within the needs assessment process. The more appropriate the training
the greater the likelihood that the organization would be satisfied. From the literature

review, the issue of return-on-investment should also be addressed. The Oklahoma
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Vocational Technical System must educate the consumers of these programs that it is an
investment and must be prepared to show a return-on-investment. This ivould certainly
give the organization and thevsupplier‘ of training the direction needed to identify a starting
point for making management training decisions. The evaluaiion of the training through
return-on-investment could also allow the organization to judge whether the training has

met their needs or will be useful in similar situations in the future.

Recommendation #5

The Oklahoma Vocational Technical System must continue to support the
organizations with 500 or more employees, as well as, place an ermphasis‘on eliminating
the constraints that-force mid-sized to small organizations from participating in
management training—speciﬁcally, lack of otaﬁ‘ to offer the training. | The Okiahoma
Vocational Technical System hao long prided itself on its’ ability to support business and
industry organizations through state of the art facilities and the coordination and delivery |
of training programs. Constraints cited were lack of time to plan the training, lack of staff

to offer the training, and location of training.

Recommendation #6

The majority of t}ie organizations and managers have no recorded process for
determining training needs but do evaluate the impact of the management training they ido.
The majority indicated they evaluate management training, but over three-fourths said it
was an informal evaluation. The organizations that trained the most seemed to spend the

most, other than the smallest organizations represented. They trained more managers with
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less dollars, an important point of efficiency deserving further study. Much of the research
conducted in this area presents models and theories of how to measure the effectiveness of
training or how to measure the return per dollar invested in training. The implementation
of these models and the eﬁ’ec':tiveness of the training being delivered in comparison to the
number of dollars being spent on each manager each year represents an important area of

study. Is it too much, or is it not a sufficient amount?

Recommendation #7

Another recommended area of study is the training program preferences of these
organizations. Both the organizations receiving and delivering maﬁagement training
should recognize that the “soft” skill programs area was reportéd as needed and as a
preference. They also reported the “soft” skills programs as delivering the most tangible
benefit. In many ultramodern clvassroomvs with the latest equipment, management is
trained for new processes, product diversiﬁcation, multi-plant development and
decentralized organization in large companies'. Appropriafe programs must be made

available and offered to all sizes and types of organizations.

Recommendation #8

A final recommended area of study iS the preference for source of training. Many
private and public organizations have entered the ﬁelci of training and development.
Those in the public sector have been accused of duplication of resources. This study

' addresséd the Oklahoma Vocational Technical System as a provider of management

training. The university system was also listed as a potential provider of training b
g y sy p p g by
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several respondents. Therefofe, a recommended area of study should ask: How well is
the university system doing as a provider of management training and are they duplicating
a service that is already pfovide_d?

This study was the first time the management training in Oklahoma has been
examined from a group focus. The amount of interest that it has generated from the
particip‘ating organizations is an indication that a more intense effort to examine trajﬁing
being delivered and to determine training needs pr‘esent‘ is desired from the business and
industry community. The participating organizations reported a need for more effective
ofganizational and management deve_lopment. The organizations involved in the study
offer the ,Oklahoma Department of Voc;ationai Technical Education an'opportunity to

enhance the quality of their management development and professional services to satisfy

a growing and critical need.
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Manager’s Training Survey

: Questionnaire instructions:
1. The Chief Executive Officer or person in charge of management training should complete the

questionnaire.

2. Using the definitions below, please answer all questions

3. Piease complete as soon as possible and return in the enclosed postage-paid envelbpe to: Oklahoma
Department of Vocational & Technical Education, 1500 West Seventh Av., Stillwater, OK 74074-4364.

Definition of Managers
Those who are in charge of a function(s), operation(s), or program(s), regardless of whether they have
anyone reporting to them or not. THIS WOULD INCLUDE SUPERVISORS.

: befinition of Management Training' ‘ o
Any Formal training (workshops, seminars, programs, etc., sponsored by the company) that managers
receive EXCEPT ONE-ON-ONE OR ON-THE-JOB TRAINING..

QUESTIONNAIRE

IDENTIFYING YOUR ORGANIZATION

1. Type of business or industry
Manufacturing
Banking/Finance/insurance
Transportation/Utilities
Business Services

Retail Trade

Public Administration
Health Services
Mining/Construction/Agriculture
Wholesale Trade

Other (Piease Specify)

20N LN =

=]
ooooooooaon

2. Total number of employees:
1.0 fewer than 50 4. O 250 - 499
2. 050-99 5.0 500-999
3. 0100-249 6. 0 1,000 or more .

3. How many employees meet the
manager definition? #

4. Does your organization budget funds for
Management training?
1. OYes
2. ONo

DELIVERY OF TRAINING
(Training of Managers/Supervisors)

5. Does your organization have a staff member
who administers or coordinates
management training?

1. O Yes
2. ONo
3. Person’s Title

6. If your organization does have a coordinator,
is the training his/hers primary responsibility?
1. O Yes .
2. ONo-
3. (S)He reports to
 (person's title)

7. How are managers being trained?
(Check all that apply.)
1.. O In-house, company developed and
presented training programs

2. O In-house, private firm developed and
presented training programs

3. O Off-site, company developed and
presented training programs

4. O Off-site, private firm developed and
presented training programs

5. O Training delivered by a
college/university

6. O f{raimng delivered by a
vocationalftechnical school

7. O Other (please

specify)




AMOUNT OF TRAINING YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES (Training of Managers/Supervisors)

What percent of managers received 10. How many total hours did your
training this past year? % organizations managers spend in training
: this past year?
. How much was spent training managers hours
this pastyear (INCLUDE consuitant,
workshop, film, supply, travel, etc. costs; 11. Do you fee! your managers receive
EXCLUDE training staff or participant adequate training?
salaries and hardware costs.) . - 1. O Inadequate
1. O less than $2,000 4. O $10,000 -19,999 2. O Fairly Adequate
2. 0$2,000-$4,999 5. O $20,000 or more 3. O Very Adequate

3. 085,000 - $9,999

DETERMI_NING YOUR MANAGERS TRAINING NEEDS (Manager/SupeNisor Training Needs)

12. Do you know what your managers’ - - 13. Has a needs assessment been performed
training needs are? o in your company within the past three years
(Circle the number that best describes.) to determine managers’ training needs?

Yes Somewhat No 1. OYes 3. O Don'’t Know
5 4 3 2 1 2. ONo
14. Which criteria are used to determine manager training needs? Piace check (v') in the appropriate

15.

16.

17.

space.

Criteria Used - Frequently  Some Not at all
1. Need for performance improvement a g . o
2. Manager requests a a a
3. New technology requirements ] m] )
4. New hire required a a o
5. Other (please specify) m) m) a

Who determines which managers receive training? Check (v) all that apply.

1. 3 Chief Executive officer

2. O Personnel Department

3. O Immediate supervisors

4. O Manager himself/herself

5. O Other (please specify) .

What interferes with your managers receiving training? Place a check (') in the appropriate space.
Frequently Some Not at all

1. Time it takes to train ] - o o

2. Cost of training m] o m)

3. Location of training o o o

4. Unavailability of training a m) a

5. No time to plan training m] o m)

6. No staff to offer training a o a

7. Manager unwillingness m] o o

8. No one to coordinate training a a a

9. Other (please specify) a a a

Do you anticipate any new technology or changes in your organization that would aflect mianagers’
training needs in the next one to three years? 1. OYes -2. ONo
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18. if yes, please specify what you think these changes will be. Specifically, in what new technologies
will your managers need training?

YOUR TRAINING PREFERENCES FOR MANAGERS/SUPERVISORS

19. Which of the following training would you like to offer or continue to offer your managers? Check
(v')alt that apply.

Management Leadership: Personai: .
. O Setting priorities ' C 3 Customer relations
O Pianning/Decision-making O Employees relations
(3 Delegating ) O interpersonal communication
] Time management 0 Written communication
3 Financial/Budgeting - O Conducting meetings
0 Staffing 0 Motivation
0 Performance appraisal )
O 'Legal regulations ) Systems Training:
) : O Computer operation
Marketmg 0 Accounting
O Product/Service quahty 3 Inventory
0 Product development 01 Record keeping
3 Sales

Other: (specify)
Company-Specific: a
J Policies and Procedures a

20. Rank the following methods and sources you would choose to satisfy managers’ training needs.

Indicate your preferences by ranking the first preference #1.  (Refer to question 19 for examples

of training types listed below.)

Type of Training Method of Training (Part A, question 20)
(Rank 1 - 4 in each row for each type of training. Please place a number in each blank}
Seif-paced or Computer- Packaged Classroom.
Self-instruction (books) Assisted (Video/Audio)  (Lecture/Discussion)
»Management/
Leadership
»Marketing
- »Company Specific

»>Personat

»Systems

Type of Training ____Source of Training {Part B,_guestion 20)

(Rank 1 - 5 in each row for each type of training. Please place a number in each blank}
Area Vo-Tech University/ Your Company  Private Other:
Schoot College (In-House) Consulting/  (Specify)

S : ‘ Training Firm '

»Management/

Leadership

»Marketing

»Company Specific

» Personal

» Systems
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EVALUATING YOUR TRAINING OF MANAGERS/SUPERVISORS

21. a. Does your organization evaluate manager training?

1. OYes
2. ONo

b. If yes, is the evaluation:
1. O Formal
2. '0 informal

22. Has your organization offered or does it presently offer the listed training for your managers? What
benefit do you feel your organization received from the training? Respond by checking (v) the

appropriate spaces.
Type Training

Management Leadership:
Setting priorities
Planning/Decision making
Delegating:

Time management
Financial management
Staffing

Performance appraisal
Legal regulations

Marketing:

. Product/Service quality
Product development
Sales

Company-Specific
Policies and Procedures

Personal

Customer relations
Employee relations
Interpersonal communication
Written communication
Conducting meetings
Motivation

Systems Training
Computer Operation
Accounting
Inventory

Record Keeping
Other (specify)

Past

aaa

Q

aQaaaaa

aaaaaoaaaqa,

QQ QaaaQ

When Offered
Present

aaoowaaaa

aaaQ

a

‘aaaaaa

oo ooaao

Never

Qooooaooa

agaaQ

Q

aaaaaa

aa aaaa

Type of Benefit Received
Tangible . intangible - None
a ) a
o m] o
a a a
a. a O
a a m]
o a a
a o a
o a a
(m} a a
a a a
m a a
)} a a
m m) m)
)} a a
(m} (m} (m}
(m} [m] a
)} (m} (m}
[ [m] (m}
(m} [m] (m}
In} m) m]
(m} m (m}
(m} [m] (m}
(m} m] (m}
a (m} (m}

NOTE: If you wish to receive a copy of the research, please include your
business card with the returned questionnaire.
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OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT
OF VOCATIONAL
AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION

April 1, 1998

[Recipient]

[Title]

[Company Name}
[Address]
[City],[State], [Zip]

Dear [Recipient]:

As a participant in the Training for Industry Programs (TIP), you understand that better trained managers
and employees do increase organizational productivity. .

We are conducting a survey of training preferences concerning type, source, and method of delivery for
managers and supervisors. The purpose of this research is to profile the training currently taking place and
to assess training preferences in organizations in the state of Oklahoma. Would you assist us in this project
and. in turn, provide yourself with information that will help you in your training efforts?

The results of the study will be used by the Oklahoma Department of Vocational & Technical Education to
assist organizations like yours in their training efforts. In addition, the results will be. used in a doctoral
study analyzing these specific needs. You may receive a summary report of the research results, if you
desire.

Please complete the enclosed questionnaire (it will take only 10-15 minutes) and return it in the pre-
addressed, postage paid envelope by 4/24/98. The information will be kept strictly confidential and
reported only in the aggregate with neither participants nor their organizations identified in the data
presentation. A coding system will be used for follow-up purposes only and will be used only by the
researchers. If you have any questions concerning this research, you may contact any of the researchers or
Gay Clarkson, the Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board Executive Secretary at 305
Whitehurst, OSU, Stillwater. OK 74078, phone (405) 744-5700.

Again, thank you for taking the time to provide this valuable information.

Sincerely,

Dr. Larry Keen ) Dale E,‘Kunneman, Doctoral Candidate
Oklahoma Dept. of Vocational Tech. Ed. Meridian Technology Center

1500 West Seventh Av. ) 1312 South Sangre Road

Stillwater, OK 74074-4364 Stillwater, OK 74074-1899

(405) 377-2000 (405) 377-3333 ext. 232

Enclosure

1500 West Seventh Avenue
- Stitwater, OK  74074-4364
(405) 377-2000
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OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT
OF VOCATIONAL -
AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION

April 28, 1998

[Recipient]

[Title}

[Company Name}
[Address}
[City].[State}], [Zip] -

Dear [Recipient]:

Last month we mailed a Management Training Survey questionnaire to the organizations who had
participated in the (TIP) Training for Industry Program in Oklahoma. Your organization was on the
participant list: The rush of the spring months affected the number of questionnaires returned, so we are
making a second request.

The information collected from the survey will be useful to those who desire to plan management training.
The Oklahoma Department of Vocational & Technical Education plans to use the data to assist
organizations like yours in their management training efforts. ‘The information from the questionnaire will
be kept strictly confidential and-reported only in the aggregate with neither participants nor their
organizations identified in the data presentation.

In order for the information to be useful, we need at least a 40 percent return of the questionnaires. Please
take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire (it will take only 10-15 minutes) and return it in the pre-
addressed, postage paid envelope. !f you have any questions conceming this research, you may contact
any of the researchers at the below numbers.

Again, thank you for taking the time to provide this valuable information.

Sincerely,

Dr. Larry Keen Dale E. Kunneman, Doctoral Candidate
Okiahoma Dept. of Vocatinnal Tech. Ed. Meridian Technology Center

1500 West Seventh-Av. 1312 South Sangre Road

Stillwater, OK 74074-4364 Stillwater, OK 74074-1899

(405) 377-2000 (405) 377-3333 ext. 232

Enclosure

1500 West Seventh Avenue
Stilwater, OK  74074-4364
(405) 377-2000
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSIT‘Y
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW

Date: February 11,1998 IRB #: AG-98-028.-A

" Proposal Title: MANAGEMENT TRAINING ACTIVITIES AND TRAINING NEEDS WITHIN
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY IN OKLAHOMA

Principal Investigator(s): James Key, Dale Kunneman
Reviewed and Pracessed as: Modification
Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved

ALL APPROVALS MAY BE SUBJECT TO-REVIEW BY FULL INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD AT
NEXT MEETING, AS WELL AS ARE SUBJECT TO MONITORING AT ANY TIME DURING THE
APPROVAL PERIOD.

APPROVAL STATUS PERIOD VALID FOR DATA COLLECTION FOR A ONE CALENDAR YEAR
PERIOD AFTER WHICH A CONTINUATION OR RENEWAL REQUEST IS REQUIRED TO BE
SUBMITTED FOR BOARD APPROVAL. )

ANY MODIFICATIONS TO APPROVED PROJECT MUST ALSO BE SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL.

Commenﬁ, Modifications/Conditions for Approval or Disapproval are as follows:

Date: March 17, 1998

"Chair of Institutiofial Review Board
cc: Dale Kunneman
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