Training and Development

Needs Survey 2007
Abstract

The Training and Development Needs Survey 2007 was conducted between 08 March and 21 March and 144 responses were received.  Employees as a whole were most interested in training related to using technology for information management and automation, and for planning and implementing new technologies.  They were least interested in training related to basic skills, on-the-job training, customer service, fundraising, interpersonal skills, volunteering, communication, and marketing.  Cross-sectional analysis revealed that employees in their first year tend to be more interested in training than in later years; that interest in training tends to go up as education goes up; that supervisors have different training needs than non-supervisors; and that faculty have different training needs than staff.
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Introduction

The Training and Development Needs Survey 2007 was administered between 08 March and 21 March 2007.  Paper copies of the survey were distributed to campus mailboxes for all benefited employees and a link to an online version of the survey was created on the main Human Resources web page.  While employees were originally given roughly ten days to complete the survey, an extension was granted and a full two weeks was allowed.  The online version of the survey was served by webSurveyor, a proprietary software solution that had been purchased by DU’s Facilities Planning & Management, which was kind enough to allow Organizational Effectiveness (OE) to use the system.  Under the configuration used, webSurveyor’s online survey was only accessible from Windows PCs and from on-campus terminals.

Three main types of conclusions are provided in the analysis below.  The first represents raw or basic need and is drawn from a simple mean score for assessed need across all respondents.  The second represents salience or importance of a given need and is drawn from an aggregated differential between each respondent’s personal mean average and their score on a particular need.  The third represents cross-sectional analysis by length of employment, educational attainment, supervisory responsibility, and faculty or staff status.
Basic Need


To analyze basic need, defined as the average demand expressed for a given type of training, each survey response possibility was assigned a numerical value: “No Need” (0), “Little Need” (1), “Some Need” (2), “Great Need” (3).  Non-responses were scored as zero (i.e. no expressed need was considered equivalent to expressed no need), although there were very few non-responses.  Basic need scores ranged from 0.532 to 1.821 and are shown on page four.

Basic need values suggests that technology training is the most demanded training at the University: four of the top five requested trainings had to do with technology.  This assessed focus on technology training closely parallels results from the Fall 2006 analysis of Performance Review and Development (PRDS) training and development plans and goals, which also focused heavily on technology-related training needs.  Also associated with significant basic need in the T&D Survey 2007 were policies, processes, and planning.  There was no significant polarization of responses within each of these categories.  Strong technology responses tended to show a roughly even spread of respondents across the top three score values and a significant absence of respondents in the “No Need” category.  Strong process, planning, and policy responses tended to show a centralized response tendency with a low number of respondents choosing either “Great Need” or “No Need.”  Score charts for training categories with basic need above 1.5 are shown on page two.

Least needed categories were basic skills, on-the-job training, and customer service, which were the only categories to average below “Little Need.”  This does not fully match the PRDS results, where both writing (one of the Basic Skills) and customer service received a noticeable level of appearance in development plans.  There was also no significant polarization in these least needed categories (see page two).
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Strongest and weakest basic needs in the Training and Development Needs Survey 2007.  Y-axis values represent percent of respondents. 

Salience

To analyze salience, defined as the relative magnitude of value-affect associated with a given expressed training need, an average differential was calculated.  First, a mean average of given need values was calculated for each respondent (i.e. that respondent’s “default” score).  Second, this individual respondent average was subtracted from each score value given by that respondent to yield a positive or negative differential between the respondent’s score and average score.  A greater differential suggests that the respondent “thought about that need more” (i.e. that it is more salient to him or her), with a positive differential representing salient value and a negative differential representing salient lack of value.  Third, a mean average of differentials was calculated, yielding a category salience score.  Salience scores ranged from -0.818 to 0.457 and are shown on page four and are represented graphically on page 5.

While salience scores tracked basic need scores when ranked, they provide a means to examine two important features of expressed training need that are not apparent in basic need scores.  First, salience allows us to discern the inflection point on one side of which respondents valued the need more than their personal average and on the other side of which they valued the need less than their average.  This inflection point occurs between basic need scores 1.364 (knowledge about DU) and 1.314 (presentation skills) a difference that might otherwise seem insignificant.  Needs below the inflection point carried a negative salience score, which means that these needs were salient as judgments against their necessity in training.  Conversely, needs above the inflection point carried a positive salience score, which means that they were salient as judgments for their necessity in training.

Second, salience allows us to identify the training needs that are most important or least important in a relative sense (rather than the absolute sense provided by the basic need measurement).  Since salience was defined above as a relative magnitude, scores clustered near the inflection point (on either side) suggest that no significant affect was associated with these training possibilities either toward or against their necessity (i.e. the respondents did not have much to express about these items relative to their overall expression tendencies).  Because of the relative nature of the magnitude, salience allows easier grouping of need assessments into bands.  Using basic needs, we arbitrarily  identified 1.5 as the value cut off point for a strong basic need.  Using salience, we may note that the increase in salience between basic needs 1.482 and 1.514 is only 16%, whereas the increase in salience between 1.551 and 1.638 is 51%, making it a much more natural division for what constitutes a “strong need.”  Using these salience-based natural division points to group responses, the strongest needs were using technology to manage information, managing new technology implementation, automating tasks and procedures, planning for future office or administrative technologies.  The least-needed trainings were marketing, general communication, volunteer/community service, interpersonal skills, fundraising, customer service, on-the-job training, and basic skills.

	Categories
	Basic Need
	Salience

	Using technology to manage information
	1.821
	0.457

	Managing new technology implementation
	1.757
	0.394

	Automating tasks and procedures
	1.707
	0.344

	Planning for future office or administrative technologies
	1.638
	0.253

	Strategic Planning
	1.551
	0.168

	Collaborative Technology (e.g., document sharing, group editing)
	1.529
	0.168

	Policies and Procedures
	1.514
	0.154

	Process Improvement
	1.514
	0.154

	Stress Management
	1.482
	0.133

	Knowledge About Higher Education or Higher Ed.  Industry
	1.486
	0.126

	Performance Management
	1.486
	0.126

	Analysis and Evaluation
	1.479
	0.119

	Career Self-Management
	1.479
	0.119

	Conflict Management
	1.457
	0.098

	Team Building
	1.453
	0.084

	Conferences
	1.436
	0.077

	Leadership (communicating a vision, motivating others)
	1.418
	0.070

	Finance / Accounting / Budgeting
	1.453
	0.063

	Project Management
	1.404
	0.056

	Supervisory Skills (e.g., recruiting, delegating, coaching)
	1.428
	0.049

	Recognition, Reward, Motivation
	1.400
	0.042

	Project Collaboration
	1.376
	0.027

	Ongoing Degree / Education
	1.364
	0.006

	Knowledge About the University of Denver
	1.364
	0.006

	Presentation Skills
	1.314
	-0.043

	Networking (establishing relationships)
	1.293
	-0.064

	Goal Setting and Achieving
	1.284
	-0.064

	Personal Enrichment
	1.286
	-0.071

	Organization and Time Management
	1.273
	-0.092

	General Wellness
	1.283
	-0.092

	Creativity and Innovation
	1.250
	-0.106

	Public Speaking
	1.213
	-0.134

	Problem Solving
	1.206
	-0.142

	Knowledge About Your Department
	1.191
	-0.156

	Decision Making
	1.177
	-0.170

	Marketing
	1.151
	-0.212

	General Communication
	1.079
	-0.275

	Volunteer / Community Service
	1.064
	-0.282

	Interpersonal Skills
	1.065
	-0.296

	Fundraising
	1.043
	-0.311

	Customer Service
	0.986
	-0.367

	On-the-Job Training
	0.914
	-0.444

	Basic Skills (grammar, writing, reading, math)
	0.532
	-0.818
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	Using technology to manage information
	A

	Managing new technology implementation
	B

	Automating tasks and procedures
	C

	Planning for future office or administrative technologies
	D

	Strategic Planning
	E

	Collaborative Technology (e.g., document sharing, group editing)
	F

	Policies and Procedures
	G

	Process Improvement
	H

	Stress Management
	I

	Knowledge About Higher Education or Higher Ed.  Industry
	J

	Performance Management
	K

	Analysis and Evaluation
	L

	Career Self-Management
	M

	Conflict Management
	N

	Team Building
	O

	Conferences
	P

	Leadership (communicating a vision, motivating others)
	Q

	Finance / Accounting / Budgeting
	R

	Project Management
	S

	Supervisory Skills (e.g., recruiting, delegating, coaching)
	T

	Recognition, Reward, Motivation
	U

	Project Collaboration
	V

	Ongoing Degree / Education
	W

	Knowledge About the University of Denver
	X

	Presentation Skills
	a

	Networking (establishing relationships)
	b

	Goal Setting and Achieving
	c

	Personal Enrichment
	d

	Organization and Time Management
	e

	General Wellness
	f

	Creativity and Innovation
	g

	Public Speaking
	h

	Problem Solving
	i

	Knowledge About Your Department
	j

	Decision Making
	k

	Marketing
	l

	General Communication
	m

	Volunteer / Community Service
	n

	Interpersonal Skills
	o

	Fundraising
	p

	Customer Service
	q

	On-the-Job Training
	r

	Basic Skills (grammar, writing, reading, math)
	s


Cross-Sectional Analysis

In the interests of time, no rigorous quantitative method was applied to the survey results to derive trends in the cross-sectional data.  However, an in-depth review of the cross-sections does provide some initial generalizations which may be investigated in greater rigor and depth as needed.  The data were reviewed based on sectioning respondents on length of employment (persistence), educational attainment (education), supervisory status (supervision), and staff or faculty classification.

Persistence.  In their first year of employment, employees appear to generally be more interested in training than their longer-employed co-workers.  In the area of technology, employees who have worked at the University either less than one year or more than ten years are most likely to want technology training.  This may be due to the fact that older employees are less likely to have grow up using technology and first years may not have encountered it in a workplace environment.  In the area of management and administration, employees are counter-intuitively less like to be interested in training the longer they have been at the University.  This is counter-intuitive because the longer an employee has been at DU, the more likely he or she is in a supervisory position.  In the area of Work Smart, first years are significantly more interested in training across almost every category and employees who have been at DU 1-5 years expressed significantly less interest than either their longer or shorter persistence peers.  This may be due to a cyclical training cycle where first years are interested, take training, and then do not start to feel the need for more training for another few years.  In the area of work/life balance, employees are most interested in training during their first five years at DU, although they remain somewhat interested throughout their time here.  In the area of frontiers, as persistence increases, interest in training decreases.  No respondent who had been at DU more than 16 years expressed Great Need in any Frontiers category and never more than one respondent of 11-15 years employment did.  Lastly, although first years are most interested in training, they are slightly less likely to have a development plan (although more than 60% in all persistence levels did have plans).

Education.  In the area of technology, more education consistently corresponds to more interest in technology training except in the area of automating tasks, where there is no significant difference.  Likewise, in the area of management and administration more education corresponded to more interest in training.  The major cut-off point for interest in management training is whether or not the employee has a four-year degree.  The exception here is team building, where there was no significant difference based on education.  In the area of Work Smart, holders of four-year degrees are generally more interested in training than holders of any other degree (higher or lower) and holders of two-year degrees are generally less interested than holders of any other degree (higher or lower).  Three of the areas with the least interest in the overall survey results – marketing, fundraising, and customer service – showed increasing interest with increasing education.  In the area of work/life balance, education had little correlation with expressed need.  The exception was interest in an ongoing degree, which declined as education went up (as is to be expected).  Similarly, expressed need for training in Frontiers areas did not correlate with particular educational attainment.  Lastly, holders of Master’s degrees were slightly more likely than their co-workers to have development plans, but all education levels showed at least 60% development plans.

Supervision.  As one would expect, the longer an employee has been at the University, the more likely he or she is to be a supervisor.  Likewise, managers are more likely to have a Master’s degree than non-managers (but are not more likely to have a Bachelor’s or Doctorate).  In the area of technology, supervisors expressed slightly more need than non-supervisors for training, except in the area of planning future office or administrative technology where supervisors expressed significantly greater need than non-supervisors.  In the area of management and administrative training, supervisors are much more interested than non-supervisors except in the area of strategic planning where they are only slightly more interested.  Across Work Smart training areas, supervisor/non-supervisor differences are more diverse.  Supervisors are vastly more interested in presentation training than non-supervisors.  They are much more interested in analysis and evaluation; project management; basic skills; project collaboration; public speaking; marketing; and fundraising.  They are just slightly more interested in decision making, process improvement, goal setting, conflict management, and general communication than non-supervisors.  In other areas, there was no significant difference in expressed need.  In the area of life/work balance, supervisors expressed slightly more need for stress management, community service, and an ongoing degree than did non-managers.  In the area of Frontiers, results were even more mixed.  Supervisors tended to be more interested in the higher education industry while non-supervisors tended to be more interested in their own departments.  As one would expect, supervisors were much more interested in leadership training than were non-supervisors.  Lastly, supervisors were somewhat more likely to have a development plan than non-supervisors, although again both categories were over 60% with a plan.

Staff or Faculty.  Faculty and staff both tend to be interested in training, but they also tend to be interested in different kinds of training.  In the area of technology, faculty expressed more desire for information management and collaboration, while staff expressed more interest in automation, new technology, and office/administrative technologies.  Throughout administration and management training areas, faculty expressed less need than staff, although both did register need.  Surprisingly, among Work Smart training areas, faculty expressed more interest than staff in marketing and fundraising.  Other than these two areas, however, faculty expressed significantly less interest in training than staff, almost never passing above 12% Great Need or below 29% No Need.  In the areas of life/work balance and frontiers, faculty are much less interested in training than are staff.  Lastly, faculty and staff have about the same rate of development plans and both are above 60%.
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