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"We don't have to defend training! 
Evaluation of training programs is un-
necessary." This is a statement we some-
times hear from training directors about 
human relations training. "Besides, you 
can't ev 2 such an intangible thing 
as human relations," is another rational-
ization often used. True, ev i ol 

relations training presents some 
difficulties, but these are not insur-
mountable. Ev an depends on 
measurement, and human behavior can 
be measured. 

T H E R E are several very important rea-
sons for evaluating your training pro-
pram. First, a good evaluation instru-
O ' o 

ment may often be used to tell you what 
kind of training is most needed by the 
supervisors. It will bring into focus 
both the strong points and the weak 
points of your supervisors. Second, this 
instrument may be utilized as a major 
source of factual information about su-
pervision, communications, morale, and 
employee relations. And thus the in-
strument itself can constitute the subject 
matter for a very realistic training pro-
gram. Third, the evaluation will tell 
you how much progress the supervisors 
are making back on-the-job where it 
counts. Fourth, evaluation will tell you 
where your training program has suc-
ceeded and failed and will help you 
improve your program. Finally, evalu-

ation will tell you which supervisors 
need further training and in what spe-
cific areas training is indicated. 

To be of any real worth, both the 
evaluation instrument and method 
should be thoroughly scientific. We 
certainly don't wish to fool ourselves. 
And if the approach used fails to meet 
the requirements of scientific evaluation, 
we have N O way of knowing what re-
sults have been achieved. , it is 
possible to plan and adhere to a scien-
tific scheme of appraisal. We believe 
that the Employee Attitude Survey is 
the easiest, valid approach to evaluation 
of training programs. W e shall there-
fore discuss some of the features of the 
surveys which are of importance to train-
ing directors. 

L_ET US consider the measuring instru-
ment. The supervisors are to be trained 
in human relations, therefore we wish 
to measure their human-relations be-
havior. The best way to approach this 
problem is to measure their behavior 
directly. This will minimize various 
types of errors and related ems. It 
is the supervisors' interpersonal relations 
with their employees on-the-job that we 
are really interested in. Therefore, this 
is what we should measure. The sim-
plest, most direct manner of accomplish-
ing this is through the Employee Atti-
tude Survey. By asking questions re-
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lated to all aspects of supervision, mo-
rale, communications, participation, etc., 
we can ascertain the behavior of each 
individual supervisor who has some min-
imum number of employees reporting 
to him. In our experience, five em-
ployees is a good minimum. Most su-
pervisors will have between five and 
twenty-five people who report directly 
to them and who are therefore in a 
position to answer questions factually 
about them. By summing the employees' 
questionnaire responses for each super-
visor, we have an adequate measure of 
each supervisor's behavior. 

M o doubt you can foresee a number 
of possible sources of error when meas-
uring supervisors' behavior by a survey. 
These possible loop-holes should be an-
ticipated and reduced. For example, 
some employees will tend to be very 
suspicious of the survey and will fear 
giving truthful answers which they be-
lieve could be used against them. From 
our experiences, we feel that these sus-
picions probably can never be totally al-
layed. However, we will present evi-
dence that very adequate quantitative 
results can be attained by following a 
few logical precautions. These obviously 
involve gaining the confidence of the 
employees. Here are some examples of 
the extent to which such confidence 
may be secured. 

A supervisor offered the following 
comment on his survey questionnaire. 
"Regarding my relations with my super-
visor, I will state we are having more 

O 
meetings, but as for group decision and 
action we are about the same as when 
this training started. Responsibility is 
still not delegated. Communications give 

us only a smattering of what I feel we 
should have as supervisors to do a good 
job. Part of our problem I am sure is 
the relationship of my supervisor with 
his boss. Change is talcing place but it 
is slow and I know I am impatient at 
times." 

T H I S is indeed a candid statement, es-
pecially in view of the fact that it was 
necessary to identify all supervisors on 
this survey. This man is obviously say-
ing that these are his real problems. 
Moreover, he is expressing confidence 
that his boss will not be informed. And 
even more important, he expects that 
this information will be used in the 
training program to induce corrective 
action. 

A number of employees in a small 
work group contributed statements, all 
in a similar vein, on their survey ques-
tionnaires. Although their question-
naires were not signed, individual identi-
fication could have been possible bv 
means of their background data and 
handwriting in such a small group. 
Nevertheless, they were unusually frank. 
Here is a sample statement. 

"My supervisor won't take a definite 
position on matters. He's very nervous 
and conveys his nervousness to his sub-
ordinates. He can't make decisions. And 
even on small decisions he has to see 
the department head before he'll tell 
you what to do. He's afraid to do any-
thing on his own and in his own words 
has often said, 'I'm not going to stick 

o O 
my neck out.' In other words he hasn't 
any backbone. The result is that to get 
any work done you have to make de-
cisions for him. He doesn't take his em-
ployees' feelings into account in his re-
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lations with them and therefore makes, 
in my opinion, a verv poor supervisor." 

H E R E again the employee clearly lias 
confidence in the anonymity of liis sur-
vey replies. Moreover, he is not merely 
blowing off steam, he expects corrective 
action to be taken. Tlie workers in this 
department later discussed these prob-
lems with us in individual interviews. 
I hey described their plight in great de-

tail and expressed confidence that we 
1 try to help them. 

Such rapport with employees and su-
pervisors can be built only through a 
long term relationship. In this case, we 
are discussing the results of four years 

o J 
of contact, and our second survey to-
gether. Although on the first survey 
many statements were written in, they 
Were not quite so frank. However, the 
replies to the individual questions on 
both surveys were found to be extremely 
reliable by two different measures which 
We will discuss later. 

Several precautions were taken in 
order to promote both the reliability and 
v of the survey data. First, we 
spent a year getting acquainted with the 
personnel of the company before hold-
mg a survey. Second, the survey ques-
tions were forged by a committee of em-
ployees and supervisors cross-sectioning 
the organization, together with the con-
sultants. Third, the entire company was 
involved in the survey, because the com-
mittee solicited ideas for survey ques-
tions from their fellow workers over a 
three month period. Fourth, multiple 
choice questions were used so that the 
employees only had to check their re-
plies. Fifth, the questionnaires were not 
signed. Sixth, background information 

was relegated to the last page of the 
questionnaire. Seventh, the employees 
were invited to discuss the coming sur-
vey in meetings with their supervisors. 
Eighth, they were told in these meetings 

o 
that their questionnaires would be seen 
only by the consultants, who would pre-
pare the nation by work groups so 
that ini ual anonymity would be pre-
served. Finally, the survey questions 
were pretested before they were used in 
the actual survey. 

After all of these precautions, some of 
the workers still remained suspicious. 
In a few cases, we learned that men 
checked themselves as "female" in order 
to throw snoopers off the track. How-
ever, experience in general indicates 
that once employees start answering a 
questionnaire they tend to reply accord-
ing to their real attitudes and feelings. 
, > O 
This can be proved by reliability meas-

urements. 

11 takes considerable professional ex-
perience to construct a good survey ques-
tionnaire. So it is advisable to have such 
assistance available before starting. 
Canned questionnaires are available, but 
they are not likely to meet your needs. 
To accurately measure the results of a 
training program, you should construct 
a questionnaire specifically suited to the 
requirements of both your company and 
your training program. 

Involvement of the entire company by 
means of a survey committee cross-sec-
tioning your company will pay dividends 
in ego-involvement. This survey com-
mittee can solicit ideas for questions 
from all the workers. The employees 
will contribute a number of new ideas 
which might otherwise be lost. The 
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professional researchers can then help 
the committee develop suitable ques-
tions. Finally, the committee can be of 
value in the pretesting of these questions. 

I T is essential to have questions which 
reflect the state of supervision both di-
rectly and indirectly. As an illustration, 
our survey tapped the following areas: 
supervisory practices, employee morale, 
employee participation in meetings with 
supervisors to solve mutual problems, 
two way communication, employee 
knowledge of company practices, job in-
formation available to employees, em-
ployee work adjustment, working condi-
tions, change in morale, supervision, and 
background information. Each of these 
areas was covered by from eight to thirty 
questions depending upon the number 
of subdivisions in the area. All of this 
must be carefully figured out before 
completing the survey questionnaire, so 
that each area and subarea will be ade-
quately represented by questions. 

This type of survey may contain be-
tween 150 and 200 questions. The size 
of the questionnaire is determined in 
part by how long it takes to administer. 
A good rule is that the average employee 
should be able to answer the questions 
in less than half an hour. If the ques-
tionnaire is too long, too imposing ap-
pearing, or difficult to understand, mo-
tivation will wane and some people will 
begin answering by making random 
check marks without reading the ques-
tions. To avoid these difficulties, the 
questions must be so phrased that only 
one interpretation is possible for each 
question. Also, the meaning of each 
nuestion should be really clear. And 
finally, tbe questions usually need to be 

phrased so that an adult with about six 
years of primary schooling can easily 
read and understand them. If this sounds 
overwhelming to you, it may make you 
feel better to know that even experts 
have great difficulty meeting all of these 

O J o 
requirements. Propitious use of the sur-
vey committee and pretesting help over-
come most of these obstacles. 

Survey data can be remarkably reli-
able. When we consider all of the haz-
ards so far discussed, we may begin to 

J a 
feel that it would take a miracle to ob-
tain scientifically quantitative data from 
this instrument. Fortunately, when the 
above mentioned precautions are taken 
and the surveys are administered in the 
same manner, the data tends to be in-
credibly sound. 

I T is advisable to test the survey for 
reliability. Reliability refers to how alike 
the results are from two measurements 
with the same survey on the same popu-
lation. The more alike two measure-
ments are with the same "yardstick" the 
more reliable the measuring instrument. 
W e would really like to be reassured 
that the employees have answered the 
survey questions honestly. This means 
giving their honest opinions or attitudes. 
It does not mean giving the "right" an-

O O O 

swers to questions. Generally, there are 
no "right" answers. Probably the sim-
plest way to measure reliability is to com-
pare the employees' replies to neutral 
questions on succeeding surveys. Neu-
tral questions are those for which there 
is no logical reason to expect change. 

W e shall now demonstrate two meth-
ods of measuring the reliability of sur-
veys. For this purpose, the data from 
two surveys of the same company taken 
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two years apart will be used. In die first 
survey, 515 employees and supervisors 
participated, while 595 responded in the 
second survey. In each case, this 
amounted to 97% of the total number 
employed. We may therefore conclude 
that these samples were both representa-
tive and adequate. Since everyone ex-
cept those on vacation or sick leave par-
ticipates in Employee Attitude Surveys, 
no sampling problem arises to complicate 
m ;ittcrs. 

Since the surveys were given before 
and after training to measure the change 
in the supervisors' behavior as the result 
of training, most questions should show 
some change. However, we had four-
teen neutral questions which were not 
related to the training measures. No 
logical reason could be found for change 
occurring on these questions. The sta-
bility and reliability of these survey data 
were attested to by the constancy of the 
replies to these fourteen questions. An 
example will help clarify this measure-
ment. The following neutral question 
appeared on both surveys: 

Neutral Question: 
I low often would you like to know 

the reasons for work changes affecting 
your job? 

1952 1954 
79% 76% Always 
12% 14% Usually 

91% 90% Always plus Usually, 
insignificant change. 

The change over a two year period is 
only one percent, a negligible amount. 
A one percent change could occur by 
chance about once in two times. Now 
note the change on a similar question 
related to training. 

Training Question: 

When changes are made on your job, 
are you told the reasons? 

1952 1954 
30% 36%' Always 
41% 46% Usually 

71% 82% Always plus Usually, 
very significant change. 

This change of 11 % could occur by 
chance less than once in 1000 times. 
Nevertheless, this does not prove that 
the training was successsful in this area. 
It is still necessary to prove that the 
trained supervisors changed more than 
the untrained control group by a signifi-
cant amount. 

We will illustrate a second method of 
testing reliability by another example. 
Below are a "change-item" and a group 
of items on the same subject to be used 
for comparison purposes. 

Change-Item from 1954 Survey 

During the past year, how has your 
supervisor changed? His supervision 
lias become: 

much better 
little better 
about the same 
little worse 
much worse 

Comparison Items 1952 & 1954 Surveys 

Supervisors were rated as very good, 
pretty good or not so good on each of 
the following: 

Knows overall job 
Knows each person's job 
Gives out work fairly 
Listens to complaints 

and grievances 

These are a sample of twenty-five 
items directly related to supervision 
which were used on both the 1952 and 
1954 surveys. Each supervisor was rated 
by all of his employees on each item. 
The actual change in rating for a super-
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visor was obtained by subtracting his 
1952 score from his 1954 score on these 
25 items. This actual rating was then 
compared with the rating on the single 
"change-item" for each supervisor. This 
comparison could be made for thirty 
first-level supervisors. An extremelv high 
relationship was found between these 
two independent measures of super-
vision. The coefficient of correlation 
was 0.844. This unusually high relation-
ship was frankly not anticipated. This 
very high correlation attests to a remark-
able consistency in employee responses. 

T l 4 E two measures of reliability dis-
cussed here gave independent proof of 
the unusual reliability possible in Em-
ployee Attitude Surveys. Another coef-
ficient of reliability may be found by 
calculating the correlation between the 

O 
responses of the work-groups to the neu-
tral questions on two surveys. Such cal-
culations of reliability are essential to 
assure you that your data are sound. 

The survey gives factual information 
about the problems existing in the work 
groups. It may point to possible prob-
lems in the areas of communication, su-
pervision, work adjustment, participa-
tion, morale, etc., depending upon the 
questions asked. Since one purpose of 
training is to improve the interpersonal 
relations between each supervisor and 
his employees, the survey data may be 
used to locate real problems which can 
serve as training material. Training of 
the supervisors may then take place in 
their natural work groups with their 
employees, using real problems as the 
curriculum. 

Aside from theoretical considerations, 
there is the one insistent reason for util-

izing the survey data as the training cur-
o • o 

riculum. It appears that this is the only 
training method, so far reported, which 
has proved successful by scientific meas-
ures. Mahler and Monroe have made a 
comprehensive survey of training pro-
grams and concluded that many have 
acclaimed the value of training. But it 
appears that the supervisors have only 
acquired a "verbal veneer." In none of 
these studies has the supervisors' be-
havior on-the-job been shown to change. 
Until recently, all known quantitative 
studies have reported negative results 
for supervisory training programs. Be-
tween 1948 and 1954 two independent, 
long term training programs have tested 
the survey-feedback method of training. 
Both proved successful. 

I F you use Employee Attitude Surveys 
before and after training, it will be nec-
essary to have a number of the same 
questions on both surveys. These may 
be used to compare the behavior of the 
supervisors before and after training. 
In a successful training program, the 
trained supervisors will make signifi-
cantly more progress on these questions 
than the untrained supervisors. 

Thus, it is necessary to have an ex-
perimental group of trained supervisors 
and an approximately matched control 
group of untrained supervisors. It is not 
necessary to have large numbers of su-
pervisors in each group when this meth-
od is used. The statistical analysis can 
be made to depend on the number of 
employees involved rather than the num-
ber of supervisors. For example, ten 
first-level supervisors in each group 
could have a total of 200 employees re-
porting to them. Thus, the numbers for 
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statistical computations would be about 
100 in both the experimental and con-
trol groups. 

A n easy way to handle the problem 
ol matching supervisors for the two 
groups is to divide eacli department in-
to an experimental and control group. 
In this manner, the supervisors in each 
group can easily be matched by super-
visory level, sex, type of work, and hav-
ing the same boss. Further matching by 
age, education, etc., is optional and 
should be done if convenient. 

Perhaps the easiest way to measure 
the results of your training program is 
to compare the change in rating of the 
experimental group and the control 
group on each question individually. 
You will have between 50 and 100 ques-
tions which measure the behavior of the 
supervisors on-the-job as seen by their 
employees. These constitute an ade-
quate measure of training. 

We will illustrate this measurement 
with a question from our survey. 

Su rvey Question: 

My supervisor gives the worker credit 
lor a suggestion, (check one) 

1952 1954 
Experimental 

group: 6 6 % Usually 82% Usually 

Control group: 6 7 % Usually 6 6 % Usually 

From this data we note two things. 
. _ o 

Hrst, the control group changed negligi-
bly in two years. Second, the experi-
mental group made progress. The total 
relative progress for the experimental 
group was 17%, because the control 
group went backwards one percent. 
Since there were 85 employees in this 
experimental group and 130 in the con-

trol group, calculation showed that this 
change could occur by chance less than 
once in 1000 times. Therefore, we may 
conclude that the experimental group 
made significantly more progress than 
the control group on this one item. By 
performing the same c in for all 

items, we determined our final results. 
In the case of our training program, the 
experimental group made significant 
gains on 67% of these items while the 
c group was ahead on nine percent 
of them. On the remaining items there 
was no significant difference between 
the two groups. These results are over-
whelmingly in favor of the experimental 
group. 

Having proved that our training pro-
gram worked once does not guarantee 
that it will work again. It is important 
to replicate the experiment. That is, 
repeat it again in almost precisely the 
same manner. For example, the survey-
feedback training experiment has been 
performed independently in two ; 
utilities with much the same results. 
This can be considered replication. 

This type of experiment should also 
be validated by some second independ-
ent measure of supervisory behavior. It 
is difficult to get another direct measure, 
so an indirect measure will suffice. Some 
suggestions arc: a group of higher-level 
supervisors may rate each trainee super-
visor; measure the productivity of the 
groups; use absenteeism as a measure; 
give the trainee supervisors an attitude 
questionnaire. 

W e used tbe last method described. 
Caution must be observed here. The 
questionnaire must not be one which 
tests what the supervisors have learned 

(Cont inued on page 48 ) 
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EVALUATE 
(Continued from page 23 ) 

and can tell about as in a "how to do it" 
course. This tests "verbal veneer" rather 
than the deeper attitudes which affect 
behavior. T h e test must tap deeper 
attitudes. 

W h e n two independent measures are 
used, we may appreciably increase the 
validity of our results. One well known 
procedure is to compare the top 25% 
with the bottom 25 % of a group under 
study. As an example, we did this with 
the thirty first-level supervisors who 

were in training. All thirty supervisors 
answered a Supervisory Attitude Ques-
tionnaire designed to tap deeper atti-
tudes before and after training. T h e 
eight supervisors who made the most 
progress on this questionnaire were com-
pared with the seven who made the least 
progress. Here are the results. First, the 
eight top supervisors were found to have 
attended almost three times as many 
training meetings as the seven bottom 
supervisors. Second, the eight were rated 
twice as high on the average as the seven 
in supervision on the Employee Attitude 
Survey. And finally, the employees of 
the eight top supervisors rated their 
groups 25 times as high in group-morale 
as the employees of the seven lowest 
supervisors. 

Use of the survey as an evaluation 
instalment led to the development of a 
supervisory training program which suc-
ceeded in improving the supervisors' be-
havior on-the-job where it counts. The 
survey-feedback training programs which 
were so effective took about four years 
each, even though the actual successful 
experiments were conducted over only 
two years. Continued use of evaluation 
should make it possible to develop effec-
tive shorter term training programs. Fi-
nally, we are cognizant of the fact that 
some of the training programs which 
have failed to use scientific evaluation 
may have been successful. Evaluation 
would settle such questions. W e feel 
that the evidence presented clearly in-
dicates the importance of evaluating 
training programs. 
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