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The learning coupon program was initiated by Fddgadent Aid (FSA), a sub-

agency of the U.S. Department of Education (EDprtamote employee participation in

lifelong learning and career development. Thedtiite was introduced in 2002 in

response to Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999) sbyeormer President Bill Clinton,

which called for agencies to use technology to eggeaining opportunities for federal

employees. The initiative has been operationaes#902 until present, however, leaders

at FSA are troubled that employee participationdmassistently remained at or below

50%.



Researchers theorize using human capital theotyrttiaiduals calculate the
costs and benefits of training opportunities tedaine whether participation in training
is worthwhile. This framework effectively explaiparticipation in terms of employees’
intrinsic characteristics, such as personal matwaand outcome expectations.
However, research indicates that the perceivedevaitraining opportunities can be
“relative to one’s standing with similar or refeterthers” (Bamberger & Biron, 2007, p.
179) and that individual perceptions of the worthheavards can be influenced by
interaction and interdependent behavior with otlieredland & Nadler, 1999). For
example, researchers have hypothesized that, wittérdependent social contexts,
information about the other person’s potential nelx@ outcome can affect individual
tendencies to participate, cooperate, or compdteavie another (Friedland & Nadler,
1999). Thus, researchers believe that employdeipation and the perceptions of the
utility of a training opportunity have to be anadgizwithin the structure of the social
context in which the interactions unfold.

In this study, | hypothesized that—based on sdeahing theory—regarding
interdependent behavior with others, namely peedssapervisors—individual employee
participation in the learning coupon would influenndividuals’ decisions to participate
in the learning coupon. Prior to the selectiomesearch methods, | reviewed the
relevant literature to identify the determinantdrafning participation and then used this
information to construct the model and conceptahkwork for this study.

Data on employee gender, supervisor, businessamdtstatus of participation
from the year 2007—2008 represents the highest ¢éyrticipation (49%) in the

learning coupon initiative. Status of participatimas coded as a yes—no variable to



indicate whether or not each employee and eacmaapeparticipated in training during
the 2007-2008 calendar year. Employee data wisdito supervisor data, which
allowed me to identify the employees who sharedramon supervisor. Based on this
data, | created the “other participation” variablleich was defined as the percentage of
employees who share the same supervisor as thet targployee who participated in the
learning coupon.

The study revealed that other participation haigjificant negative effect on
individual participation. | also found that grosize had a significant negative effect on
individual participation. As the group size incsed, the likelihood of individual
participation decreased. Our model demonstraigdsihe mitigated the negative effect
of other participation on individual participatioAs group size increased from low to
high, the negative effect of other participatiocmased. Finally, the results indicated
that supervisors’ participation did not have aistigglly significant influence on

individual decisions to participate in the learncaupon.
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Preface

Since 1990, FSA has faced many challenges relatiésl inanagement and
organization. For example, FSA’s managers haveptaimed of bureaucratic and budget
constraints that have exacerbated tension and gewlelations. Although on the
surface employee relations have appeared healthgtable, over time these
management and organization problems have eroéddddership’s rapport with
customers and employees. Many of FSA’s probleras baen attributed to its culture.
According to Greg Woods, FSA's first chief opergtifficer in 1998, the prevailing
mind-set amongst managers at that time was thalogegs “had become mechanical in
dealing with the work they were performing” (Jaaks®003, p.6). Woods felt that many
employees viewed their jobs as simply processiag End grant papers, rather than
helping their customers “realize their dreams” k3aa, 2003, p. 6).

In 2002, FSA implemented the learning coupon ihit&to encourage growth
and development through self-directed participatiolifelong learning activities. While
some employees aggressively adopted the learnimgpcoinitiative, others were more
conservative and even intransigent toward its imgletation. Participation in the
learning coupon has consistently been at or bel@f4 Since the initiative’s inception. It
is my hope that this dissertation will lead to #iéreunderstanding of the effects of peer

and supervisors’ participation on individual pagation in the learning coupon at FSA.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Overview

In response to constantly changing demands overaledecades for highly
skilled workers, Congress and the President otthited States periodically approves
legislation and allocates resources for federaheigs to help employees develop
knowledge, skills and competencies. The outcoasetypically translated into an array
of continuous learning programs. Historicallyrtapation in these learning programs
has been driven by management. However, in tgeams federal training policies
have been enacted to encourage more self-direatieerthan management-driven
activities. This philosophical shift has creataadhéque set of stakeholders and a context
of accountability that has compelled governmentiafs and policymakers to
collaborate with educational researchers to mouitatr study performance, participation
levels, and factors that influence participatiorels in these learning programs.

One of the variables that could affect levels atipgpation in these continuous
learning programs is leadership which might invaweindividual’s position within a
group. For example, managers and supervisors wigbftwrmal positions of legitimate
authority might exercise a diverse set of skillinftuence others and to accomplish goals
(French & Ravens, 1959). However, individuals wBkebthemselves apart from others in
the group but still adhere to the groups’ norm haeen characterized by some scholars
as peer leadership (Hollander, 1951). Relatively $tudies have addressed effective
skills and competencies needed for peer leadevghgoe one or several members of the
group are of equal status and ability (Baker, 201d)the present study, | examined peer

and supervisor effects on individual participatiora federally funded continuous



learning initiative called the learning coupon. eBtudy focused on an aspect of peer
leadership whereby it was assumed that a groupdofiduals were aware of their
influence and positive interdependence as theyadaoted with each other to achieve
mutual goals.

Participation was examined through the percepara bf social learning theory
which asserts that human behavior is modeled arded vicariously through
observation. However, the implication under tingsyfework is that the behaviors that are
learned socially are clearly noticeable, discemibdadily apparent, and in some
instances outright obvious. For example, moragjjnents regarding the value of
participation in training activities might not be sbvious to individual employee but
such conclusions could be drawn based other fatftatgustify the peer or supervisors’
action. Some supervisors may be more open abeutgarticipation in the learning
coupon and may make their participatory status rmbxéous, while others may be less
open and less inclined to proclaim participatiotr&ining activities.

In these circumstances and depending upon theidudil employee’s awareness
and the supervisor’s openness, the employee coall cbnclusions about the
supervisor’s attitude toward training based upat fupervisor’'s participation or non-
participation in training activities. In the finehapter of this dissertation | provide
several practical and realistic scenarios thastithte how behavior of reasonable, typical
employees can result from feedback and responss/tmnmental stimuli. Awareness
of these social and environmental effects on imllial behavior can generate insight into

how best to design and deliver continuous learpitogjrams in the federal environment.



Problem statement

The focus of this dissertation was to determinetirepeer and supervisor
participation influenced individual participatiom the learning coupon initiative, a
federally funded employee training and developnpeatjram at Federal Student Aid
(FSA), a sub-agency of the U.S. Department of EdicdED). The learning coupon
initiative began in 2002 as a $500 stipend for eypés to apply toward a self-directed
work-related training activity. The initiative hbsen operational since 2002; however,
leaders at FSA are concerned and perplexed th#tipation has consistently remained
at or below 50%. Reports on the state of thersddeorkforce indicate that skills gaps
within the federal government are emerging and @ngythroughout the federal
government (Goldenkoff & Jones, 2012). With |dsmthalf of an agency’s employee
population participating in continuous learningiates, it is reasonable that the federal
government might expect the current skill gaps iew, leaving it vulnerable and
doubtful about its ability to accomplish its missid herefore, participation in training
initiatives such as the learning coupon should bause of concern to a variety of
stakeholders including government officials, ediacet! policymakers and scholars for
several reasons.
Significance of the study

First, government officials need to recognize thets and research regarding the
variables that have been known to affect trainiadipipation. Research links the
probability of participation in training to eduaaial attainment and skill intensity of the
occupation (Bassanini, Booth, Brunello, DePaold,efiven, 2005). According to

research, individuals who are “already disadvardageschooling and vocational



education” are more likely to not participate iarfeing later in life and “the more
qualified individuals are, the more likely they aoereturn to learning later in life”
(Backes-Gellner, Mure, & Tuor, 2007, p. 296). ther words, highly skilled workers
appear to participate in continuous training mboentlow-skilled workers. It is

important for policymakers and FSA leaders to baravwof this imbalance because it can
disproportionately influence the cost-benefit aselyof training participation and
ultimately affect the distribution of future tramg opportunities.

For educational policymakers and satmlthis study can be used to further the
argument that training initiatives should be taegetio stimulate participation among low-
skilled work populations since we know that les$l\®ducated workers tend not to
participate in training than well-educated workéBackes-Gellner et al., 2007).
Targeting training to individuals at the lower avfdhe skills spectrum has been tried in
many other nations, including Europe, Sweden, Jagrashthe Netherlands, with varying
levels of success (Keep, Mayhew, & Payne, 2006anywbf these nations view
economic and educational goals as coterminous anel implemented lifelong learning
policies to promote social and economic prospeihile the U.S. does not currently
have a national strategy for ensuring global cortipehess through continuous
development amongst its workforce, the experiente tve learning coupon at FSA
might provide a good rationale for developing one.

Theoretical framework
Using Albert Bandura’s (1977) concept of self-edfig in social learning theory
and Mark Granovetter’'s (2005) concept of “embedésdh| hypothesize that

interdependent behavior with others—namely, peedssapervisors—would influence



individual decisions to participate in the learncayupon. Research indicates that an
individual’s motivation to participate in trainiragtivities can be influenced by his or her
self-efficacy and belief about whether he or sheatsain his or her goals or tasks
(Goldstein & Ford, 2002). Researchers have alsoddhat levels of motivation can also
be affected by the behavior and beliefs of otheckiding peers and supervisors
(Guerrero & Sire, 2001). Thus, researchers belieaeemployee participation and the
perceptions of the utility of a training opportynitave to be analyzed within the
structure of the social context in which the intéi@ans unfold (Friedland & Nadler,
1999).

Many researchers have examined employee participatitraining and
development through the lens of human capital thedvich posits that individuals
calculate the costs and benefits of training oppoties to determine whether
participation in training is worthwhile. This frawork effectively explains participation
in terms of the intrinsic characteristics of thepdoyee, such as personal motivation and
outcome expectations. However, research indi¢htgghe perceived value of training
opportunities can be “relative to one’s standinthwgimilar or referent others”
(Bamberger & Biron, 2007, p.179). Therefore, theamtage of relying upon the social
learning approach to understand individual emplgaticipation is that it allows
researchers to analyze how individuals might leyethaeir interconnectedness to
maximize their own outcome, the other’s outcomeherdifference between the two
outcomes (Friedland & Nadler, 1999) within a givemtext. Thus, the social learning
perspective provides a more detailed understarafittyte complexities and intricacies of

individual employee participation in training théaeories that attribute motivation to an



individual’s intrinsic character. The social legrg theory also allows researchers to
view educational opportunities and choice not nyeasla function of individual
preferences but as a function of environmentalf@wdty. Environmental favorability
refers to the extent to which the situation or eatual factors determine individual
behavior.

Background

This section provides an overview of the strucamd framework of the federal
government training system that provides guidamcedarection to agencies in training
and development of federal employees. More spatiyi, this framework consists of
training laws, regulations, executive orders, meandums, and directives that define the
roles, responsibilities, and relationships of aatileen key players involved in managing
employee development. Additionally, this sectiggcdsses the origin of the learning
coupon, an instrument initiated by Federal Studeat(FSA), a sub-agency of the U.S.
Department of Education (ED), to promote partidairain lifelong learning and career
development opportunities.

Training policy framework. Congress—a top decision-making body in the U.S.,
along with the president and other executive bedimsthorizes and oversees spending
related to federal employee development. The alitsted in Table 1 reflect the ideals
and desired outcomes of Congress, the presideshtharheads of each agency (from the

late 1800s to the early 2000s,) in regard to tngrand employee development.



Table 1. Federal Training Policy Framework

Policy

Summary

Civil Service Act of 1883

Civil Service Reform Act of 1978

Government Employees Training Act of 1958 (GETA)
Executive Order No. 11,348 (1967)

Government Performance and Results Act of 1958
Homeland Security Act of 2002

Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961

U.S. Information and Educational Exchange Act o489
Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970

Executive Order No. 12,862 (1993)

Executive Order No. 12,871 (1993)

Executive Order No. 13,203 (2001)

Treasury and Government Appropriations Act of 2000
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938

Executive Order No. 13,160 (2000)

Executive Order No. 11,246 (1965)

National Performance Review

Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999)

Higher Education Act of 1998

Executive Order No. 12,107 (1978)

Established the merit system of hiring federal emmpés.
Reorganized the civil service commission.

Defined agency responsibility for employee develeptn
Re-affirmed GETA.

Required employee development to be “mission seasit
Established the Chief Human Capital Officers positi
Permitted executive officers to shop externallytfaining.
Authorized training to personnel of foreign couesti
Allowed personnel from other countries to recenaéning.
Allowed OPM training for state and local employees.
Established service standards for working withghblic.
Encouraged partnerships to improve operations.
Rescinded Executive Order 12871.

Prohibited use of funds for offensive training.
Prohibited payment of salary while employee isaining.
Prohibited discrimination in delivery of training.
Prohibited contractors from discriminatory pracgice
Implemented substantial reforms to GETA & OPM.
Encouraged expansion of training opportunities.
Designated FSA as a performance-based organization
Established OPM, FLRA, and EEOC.

The cornerstone of the employee development péiasyework is the Government

Employee Training Act of 1958, which charges thadseof each federal agency with

developing and coordinating training and developmaetivities for its employees. The

policy states that,

in order to assist in achieving an agency's misaiwhperformance goals by
improving employee and organizational performative head of each agency, in
conformity with this chapter, shall establish, gger maintain, and evaluate a
program or programs, and a plan or plans thererufatethe training of
employees in or under the agency by, in, and thrd@egvernment facilities and
non-Government facilities” (5 U.S.C. § 4103).

Training is defined as “a planned, prepared, amidinated program, course,

curriculum, subject, system, or routine of instimictor education” (5 U.S.C. § 4101).

Former President Lyndon B. Johnson delegated additresponsibility for training to



the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), creadinigial system and structure of
responsibility for training and employee developiagtween the heads of agencies and
OPM. This dual structure of training, depictedrigure 1.1, gives OPM policy-making
and oversight responsibilities for employee develept in the federal government as
well as the authority for each human resourcesrtimpat within each agency to develop

and provide training and guidance to its employees.

CONGRESS
(STATUTES)

l

TRAINING POLICY
PRESIDENT _ FRAMEWORK < OTHER AGENCIES
(EXECUTORDERS) (DIRECTIVES, NOTICES)

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
(AGENCY SUPPORT, GUIDANCE, ENFORCEMENT)

J

_—> AGENCY EXECUTIVES

Figure 1.1.The dual structure and system for federal training.

One aspect of this structure is centralized urngedirection of the OPM,
specifically through the Division for Strategic HamResources Policy. This division
houses several centers for policy on areas sutdleag and capacity, leadership, and

workforce planning (Clardy, 2008). The second aspeéthis structure is a decentralized



network of employee training and development offiaeeach department or agency that
each have their own dedicated resources. Spdbjfittze offices within each department
and agency are authorized and expected to devatbpravide training to employees in
their specific areas of responsibility (Clardy, 8D0

Several past presidents have implemented policieRdnge this dual structure
and system for federal training. The most recefdrms were implemented by the
Clinton administration under the National PerforcaReview (NPR) of 1993. The
structural changes under this policy reduced ORMEK staff by 50% and delegated
training and development authorities to line daparits. All of these policy actions
immediately preceded the implementation of theniegy coupon and are discussed in the
next chapter. Among other policies that have nwdestantial changes to this system are
Executive Order No. 12,107 (1978), the Civil SeeviReform Act of 1978, and the Civil
Service Act of 1883. | discuss these policies next

Policies that reformed the structure of federal traning. Former President
Jimmy Carter’s Executive Order No. 12,107 (1978gderal Civil Service
Reorganization” reaffirmed organizational chandes tvere enacted by Congress
through the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978. T@wil Service Reform Act of 1978
began with a proposal to reorganize the Civil Ssr@ommission, which had been
established by Congress and President Ulysses (BraB83. Prior to the Civil Service
Act of 1883, appointments in the Civil Service Coission relied heavily upon political
patronage and partisan behavior instead of persomapetence and qualifications. The
Civil Service Reform Act that was established 183 8tipulated that government jobs

should be awarded on the basis of merit. From 883he Civil Service Commission



functioned as an agency of the executive branclhse/pomary concern was to establish
a merit system under which appointments to fedebs were made based on the
candidate’s qualifications rather than politicdlletion. Carter justified his proposal to
restructure the civil service commission by statimgt “managing the federal
government and protecting the rights of federal leyges were two inherently
conflicting responsibilities, neither of which tgevernment had done well” (United
States Government Printing Office, 1978, p. 19).

Carter proposed creating new institutions, onelwttvwas OPM, and splitting
management functions between OPM and the Merie8ysProtection Board (MSPB),
an independent quasi-judicial agency establishguldtect federal employees against
abuses by agency management. Other functionsplaazed under the jurisdiction of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), Feeleral Labor Relations
Authority (FLRA), and the Office of Special Coun¢®SC). All of these structural
changes were implemented under Executive OrdedRla07 (1978) to clarify agency
roles and responsibilities for managing employeeeibpment. Several other policies
define the duties and responsibilities of agen®cakives. For example, the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 added Chief Human Capital €#fs to the list of agency heads
responsible for managing a high-quality productixakforce in accordance with merit
system principles. Also, under the Federal WordgdRestructuring Act of 1994, agency
executives were permitted to “shop on the extemaket” for training resources (5
U.S.C. § 5597). Additional policies that goveraiting relationships include the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, the U.S. Information andi¢&&dional Exchange Act of 1948, and

the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. Timedeies permitted government

10



employees from international agencies, personoei fother countries, and state/local
employees to participate in training offered throwgndors, OPM-provided courses, and
training services offered by other government aggesnc

The policy framework also establishes guidelineshfaw training programs are
to be administered. For example, Executive Order1®,862 (1993) requires agencies
that provide significant services to the publid&velop customer service plans that
reflect the services desired of the agency, tleeiels of satisfaction with the services
received, and employees’ ideas about how to mestbwers’ needs. Agencies are
encouraged to provide training on these “best siress” standards. Another example
of policy guiding business practice can be seeh #xecutive Order No. 12,871 (1993),
which encouraged agency heads to enlist the inuodvé of union representatives to
resolve internal disputes; however this directiaswescinded through Executive Order
No. 13,203 (2001).

A few policies in the framework restrict trainingt&ities. For example, the
Treasury and General Government AppropriationsoA@000 prohibits the use of
appropriated funds for training programs that dfensive or designed to change a
participant’s personal values or lifestyle outsidi¢he workplace. Another example is
the Ryan White CARE Amendments of 1996, which goakimandatory HIV/AIDS
training unless such training would be necessarjoforelated health and safety
purposes. Finally, policies in the framework alsy@n how training is to be delivered.
For example, discrimination in the provision ofitrag for federal employees is
prohibited under Executive Order No. 13,160 (200Dpntractors and subcontractors are

prohibited from discriminating in their workforcaader Executive Order No. 11,246
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(1965). The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1974 fridkiagencies from paying employees
for overtime and holiday pay while they are asstijttetraining.

All of the previously referenced policies were bsthed by Congress and former
presidents to help achieve common goals and pusgosemployee development. Some
policies define roles, duties, and relationshipsagkey agencies while others are aimed
at protecting employees from discriminatory traghpractices. However, beneath the
policy framework lies a substantial process andystbsocial and economic
transformation driven by the individual and soealues of civil society. It is within this
wider context of social change that training oppoities and the decision to participate
must be understood. The specific set of challeagesconditions under which the
learning coupon evolved are discussed in the papagrbelow.

Learning coupon. The learning coupon initiative was introduced 920N
response to Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999) asbydormer President Bill Clinton
and called for agencies to use technology to expamuing opportunities for federal
employees. However, the learning coupon was partoooader set of human capital
experiments with workplace transformation strategieplemented to move employees
away from traditional command and control stylesnaihagement (where supervisors
directed the training and development) to empowatm®dels of leadership. In this
study | examined participation rates for fiscalry2@07—2008 because this period has
seen the highest level of participation to date.

Definitions

Below is a list of terms and their definitions tlaa¢ used in this study.
Career Zone: The career development and counseling cente®af(2003—-2004) that

provided guidance and direction to employees isteckin gaining new skills to
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transition into new career paths.

Environmental determinants.egislation, policies, and regulations that pdevthe
context in which an individual makes decisions attigipate (or not) in the learning
coupon initiative at FSA.

Employee satisfactionEmployee satisfaction refers to the extent tocwl@mployees
can fulfill their professional goals at work.

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOThe Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) is the federal agesttgrged with eliminating
discrimination based on race, color, religion, setjonal origin, disability, or age, in all
terms and conditions of employment. The EEOC messompliance and enforcement
activities relating to equal employment opporturgtgong federal employees and
applicants, including discrimination against indwals with disabilities.

Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999)his is the authority under which former President
Bill Clinton allotted resources for the establishmhef professional development
initiatives to be developed for federal agencies.

Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEV3his is an annual survey administered by
the Office of Personnel Management to measure &denployees’ satisfaction within
key conditions of an agency. Some of the itemthersurvey include satisfaction within
individual work units, satisfaction with relationph with colleagues and supervisors, and
overall satisfaction with the agency.

Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLRA)Yhe Federal Labor Relations Authority
adjudicates disputes arising under the Civil SerReform Act; the committee is

responsible for deciding cases regarding the naigitity of collective bargaining
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agreement proposals, exceptions to grievance atibitrawards, and appeals concerning
unfair labor practices and representation petitions

Federal Student Aid (FSAA sub-agency of the U.S. Department of Educa(itiD),

with a staff of 1200 in 10 cities in addition te MVashington, D.C., headquarters. This
sub-agency provides student financial assistantgeifiorm of grants, loans, and work-
study funds. FSA also develops, distributes, andgsses the Free Application for
Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), the key tool usedualidy students for all federal student
aid. The mission of FSA is to ensure that alliblgAmericans benefit from federal
financial assistance, which could include gramtank, and work-study programs. This
sub-agency is the location and primary source td dad information used in this
research study.

FSA Skills Catalog:A directory of skills and competencies requiregérform job
responsibilities at all levels within FSA. Devedapin 2000, this resource describes the
primary functions, skills, and knowledge requiredarry out operations in each business
unit.

FSA University: FSA’s organizational structure developed in 20G8 centralized

formal training and development to better emphasizemportance of continuous
education and employee development. This orgaaizaffered competency-based
training needed for each business unit. Highlhméal and expert-based content was
contracted to training vendors outside of the agemd sometimes outside of the federal

government.
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Government Accounting Office (GAO)he investigative arm of the legislative bran€éh o
the U.S. government responsible for improving tbeoantability, efficacy, and

efficiency of federal agencies.

Government Employee Training Act of 1958 (GETA)e cornerstone of the employee
development policy framework is the Government Eoyieé Training Act of 1958. The
GETA policy charges the heads of each federal agettb developing and coordinating
training and development activities for its empleye

Higher Education Act of 1998The legislation in which Congress designated BSA
performance-based organization.

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM):A statistical technique for analyzing varianaes i
the outcome variables when the predictor variabtesat varying hierarchical levels.
HLM investigates relationships within and betwe@Trdrchical levels of grouped data,
thereby making it more efficient in accounting f@riance among variables at different
levels than other existing analyses.

Individual factors: Intrinsic and extrinsic factors that influencaiting participation.
Examples include age, gender, level of educatielfrefficacy, motivation, and learning
attitudes.

Individual learning accounts (ILA)An account managed by employees similar to a bank
account that pays for training and developments irtitiative was developed under the
authority of former President Clinton’s Executived®r No. 13,111 (1999) and was

originally intended to improve training opportuegiin technology.
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Learning coupon:This is the workforce development incentive adtéby FSA'’s top-
level management to encourage professional deveoprinitially this stipend was

$500; currently it is $800.

Motivation: The choice employees make as to what experienagsals they will
approach or avoid and the degree of effort thelyaxirt in that respect (Crookes &
Schmidt, 1991).

Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPBAN independent quasi-judicial agency
established to protect federal employees againsesby agency management.
National Performance Review (NPR) of 199e National Performance Review began
on March 3, 1993, when President Clinton annourcsid-month review of the federal
government. The objective of this review was taidg ways in which the government
could operate more efficiently. The president askach Cabinet secretary to organize a
“reinvention team” to work from within each ageraryd to create “reinvention
laboratories” where experiments in new ways of ddiansiness could begin immediately.
Office of Personnel Management (OPNMAN independent entity that acts as the human
resources arm to federal agencies. This officelgots surveys to measure the success of
human capital strategies, professional developnaet,career advancement
opportunities for federal employees.

Office of Special Counsel (OSCJhe Office of Special Counsel is an independent
federal investigative and prosecutorial agency ithatstigates activities prohibited by
the civil-service laws, rules, and regulations.e TISC'’s legislative authority comes

from four federal statutes: the Civil Service Rafoict, the Whistleblower Protection
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Act, the Hatch Act, and the Uniformed Services Eogpient & Reemployment Rights
Act (USERRA).

Participation: The process by which an individual becomes awheeneed for
professional development and takes action to Fufil

Peer: Peer in this study refers to employees who stiergame supervisor.
Performance-based organization (PBQA: discrete management unit with strong
incentives to manage for results. It commits tecdc measurable goals with targets for
improved performance. In exchange, the manageumhis granted managerial
flexibilities to achieve these targets.

Personal determinantsCharacteristics of the individual that influer®havior, such as
self-efficacy, motivation, age, gender, and levfedaucation.

Presidential task force on technologf temporary body created in 1999 as a result of
Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999) and tasked sigadif with developing options and
recommendations for establishing and implementiuAg] Today, only a few agencies
use ILAs as recommended by this group.

Professional developmenfAn organization’s planned effort to help emplay@equire
job-related knowledge, skills, and abilities wikietgoal of applying these competencies
in their current job or in a future job.

Psychological contract:A concept developed by organizational scholariEeRousseau
that represents the mutual beliefs, perceptiorsjr@ormal obligations between an
employer and an employee. The psychological consets the dynamics for the

relationship and defines the detailed practicalftthe work to be done. The
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psychological contract is distinguishable from thiemal written contract of employment
which, for the most part, only identifies mutuatids and responsibilities.

Reinventing governmentThe fundamental transformation of public systeand
organizations to create dramatic increases in #ffactiveness, efficiency, adaptability,
and capacity to innovate. This transformationcisomplished by changing their purpose,
incentives, accountability, power structure, anliuca” (Osborne & Plastrik, 1997, p.
13-14).

Self-efficacy: An individual’s belief that he or she can atthis or her goals or tasks.
Social contract: An agreement for mutual benefit between an intdial or group and the
government or community as a whole.

Social determinantsin this study, social determinants refer to theia relationships in
a workplace that can affect individual learning d&br—namely, peers’ and
supervisors’ participation.

Social motive: A social motive refers to how individuals levesageir
interconnectedness to maximize their own outcoheepther’'s outcome, the sum of
these outcomes, or the difference between the thapmes.

Supervisors’ participation:The precedent set by a supervisor’s past aci@mgage or
not engage in training.

Training and Development Centefhe training center with ED that provided a varie
of learning activities, including workshops, semgaonferences, and courses in which
FSA staff could participate.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)he principal federal agency within the U.S.

Department of Labor; it is responsible for measyand reporting labor market activity,
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working conditions, and price changes in the econolts mission is to collect, analyze,
and disseminate essential economic informatiomppart public and private decision
making.
U.S. Department of Education (EDY.he parent organization of FSA. This federal
agency has more than 5,000 employees yet is arhergnallest of federal agencies.
The mission of ED is to “promote student achieveinaenl preparation for global
competitiveness by fostering educational excelleamatensuring equal access” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2013).
Organization of this Study

This dissertation is organized as follows. Chaptercludes an overview of the
research topic, states the research problem, dissuke theoretical framework, and
explains the policy framework that governs trainamgl employee development activities
in the federal setting. Chapter 1 also providekgeound information on the learning
coupon and FSA, definitions, and ends with commahtait the organization of this
dissertation. Chapter 2 discusses the challenggsa@ntextual factors within the work
environment at FSA during the time when the leayroupon was conceived and
implemented. | consider the potential effects@idsizing, restructuring, and new
technology on employee participation in the leagreoupon. | conclude with a
reiteration of the problem statement and a summBRSA’s progress toward promoting
participation in employee development activiti€hapter 3 reviews the literature
regarding employee participation in developmenivdigs as well as the personal, social,
and environmental factors that affect it. Chagtexplains the methodology and

procedure for conducting this study. Chapter S@mnés the results of the study. Chapter
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6 provides a discussion of the findings and impiaces, identifies limitations of the

study, and proposes recommendations for furtheareb.
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Chapter 2: Federal Student Aid

In this chapter | focus directly on the impactiué National Performance Review
(NPR) initiative of 1993 on social relationshipsittvas implemented by the Clinton
administration to improve the training environmehthe federal government. This
purpose of focusing on this particular policy iaiive is to illustrate how the policy
context can shape individual perceptions of trajrand ultimately training behavior.
This chapter demonstrates that perception of aitrgienvironment can be subject to the
structures in which employees operate. Thus, dinvittual employee’s response to an
opportunity to participate in training activitiesght depend on the social or political
context in which information and interactions unfolFirst | discuss the NPR initiative of
1993 and then | discuss Executive Order 13111.
Reinventing Government

Shortly after his inauguration as president ofliimited States in March 1993,
William J. Clinton introduced the NPR initiative itmprove the performance of the
federal government. NPR was the federal governsenplementation of the concept
of “reinventing government.” Clinton was greatlhgpired by David Osborne and Ted
Gaebler’'s 1992 boolReinventing Government, How the EntrepreneuriatiSpi
Transforming the Public SectoHe used the concept of reinventing government to
suggest that, in addition to reform, the citizenegded a basic restructuring of the way it
thinks about government. The basic concepts afegition are: 1) the government
should provide a framework for the operation ofgseans rather than actually operating
programs itself; 2) the government should focuswstomer service; 3) the government

should decentralize and “de-layer’—that is, addmsblems from the lowest level of
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government feasible; 4) public agencies shouldripm@te entrepreneurialism and adopt
a market orientation wherever possible; and 5ptheernment should minimize
duplication and waste (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992)thWthe framework of reinventing
government, the Clinton administration also madestantial reforms to human resource
and personnel systems, including training and eyg@a@evelopment. These actions
included (1) eliminating constraints on internalning regulations; (2) abolishing the
1993 federal personnel manual that provided agbeags with guidance on
implementing training laws; and (3) reducing OPM@rk staff by 50%.

Judith Lombard (2003), a retired human resourceagament consultant to
OPM, explained that, “while these reforms werenatd to make training a more
flexible management tool by giving managers motbaity for employee development,
many changes resulted in unintended negative caeseqs” (p. 1114). For example,
the abolishment of the federal personnel manuahtrtbat “guidance to agency
personnel specialists, managers, and employeeaneéesar, contradictory, and often
non-existent” (Lombard, 2003, p. 1114). Lombar@dd@) continued by saying that
“considerable confusion ensued and, throughouéxieeutive branch, the reasonably
uniform administration of training disappeared” {115). In addition, Lombard (2003)
explained that “OPM stopped collecting informatadyout agency training budgets and
activities and publishing reports on governmenhing activities in 1993...training
became tracked in department systems [that weld}lerno communicate with one
another” (p. 1115). By 2000, “agencies were unébkell whom they had trained or
why; how much it spent; and what contribution thaghnmade to improving individual or

organizational performance” (Lombard, 2003, p. J116At the end of seven years of
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reinvention, employees were confused and dissadis@th training. Executive Order
No. 13,111 (1999), which I discuss next, was isgoeard the tail end of the reinventing
government initiative.
Executive Order No. 13,111

When reinvention efforts ended in 2000, many marsaged employees
complained that they had inherited responsibiliteesnvhich they had not received
adequate training and preparation (Lombard, 20@8hers emerged from these years
believing that the purpose of government trainirag wnclear and inconsistent with
training law (Lombard, 2003). Feelings of confuswere exacerbated by pressure from
organized labor and the increasing use of techiydlmgnhance job performance. In
1999, one year before reinvention efforts ceasédidd issued Executive Order No.
13,111 (1999) to encourage the use of technologypoove training opportunities for
federal employees. The order reads:

Advances in technology and increased skills neesistaanging the workplace at
an ever increasing rate. These advances can mdkeaFemployees more
productive and provide improved service to our aongrs, the American
taxpayers. We need to ensure that we continuaito iederal employees to take
full advantage of these technological advancesamgdquire the skills and
learning needed to succeed in a changing workpkaceordinated Federal effort
is needed to provide flexible training opporturgtte employees and to explore
how Federal training programs, initiatives, andges$ can better support lifelong
learning through the use of learning technologyh@&lp us meet these goals, | am
creating a task force on Federal training technpl@dne Presidential Task Force
on Federal Learning Technology,) directing Fedagancies to take certain steps
to enhance employees’ training opportunities thhoilng use of training
technology, and an advisory committee on the useaofing technology, which
also will explore options for financing the traigiand post-secondary education
needed to upgrade skills and gain new knowledgeedEOrder No. 13,111,

1999)
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The Presidential Task Force recommended estabdjshdaividual learning
accounts (ILAs) for federal employees. Followihg emergence of the internet, ILAs
were introduced by the 1997 Labour Party manifestsupport the uptake of information
technology skills among the British workforce. I&Aunction like bank accounts for
training and developing employees. Through a systetax incentives, individuals and
employers are able to contribute to the ILA. ThesRlential Task Force that was
established to investigate the possibility of ILias federal employees found that very
few models of ILA programs existed in the U.S. pubk private sector. Consequently,
instead of providing the president with a detajidah for how the ILA pilot program
should work, the task force provided agencies @witjfenerally agreed-upon dollar
amount to be applied toward participation in anéay activity. FSA did not participate
in the ILA pilot program, but rather developedatsn version of the ILA called the
learning coupon, which | discuss later in this ¢kap

During the reinventing government timeframe Congjigdso amended the Higher
Education Act to designate FSA as a performanceebagyanization (PBO) within ED.
PBO’s were patterned after the British public seevieform efforts of the late 1980s.
FSA'’s status as a PBO released it from many ofrtditional constraints associated with
a government agency, such as limited spending @adiecreasing budget deficits. In
exchange for clear and measurable performance godlsbjectives, FSA was granted
discretion to operate more like a private sectoparation, having more control over its
budget, personnel decisions, and procurement. igesissed later in this chapter, it seems
that neither the PBO legislation nor the learniogpon (the U.S. version of the ILA) had

much success in resolving FSA’s human capital ssttowever, before | discuss the
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learning coupon, | first examine how restructurtag affect employees’ perception and
participation in development activities.
Effects of Restructuring

For many agencies, “reinvention” resulted in cordngsdistrust, and above all
erosion in the social contract between the goventraed its workforce (Lombard,
2003). Philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau destirébsdcial contract as a contract
between government and society that is based ugbarad set of obligations (Wraight,
2009). Those obligations include “stable employinkayalty to the organization,
training and development, and willingness to séimeecompany as a committed
employee as well as the obligation of the firmpersd resources on the learning and
development of each employee” (Rousseau, 19821). 1n a similar vein,
organizational researcher Edgar Schein (1980) agadahat a psychological contract,
defined as “an unwritten set of expectations betwaanagers and employees,”
determines behavior in organizations (p. 154). eBeshers have concluded that “these
expectations are based on trust and if brokenlezhto anger and resentment, perhaps
forcing the individual to consider leaving the angaation” (Makin, Cooper, & Cox,
1996, p. 387).

Clinton’s reinventing government initiative affedteperations at almost all of the
federal agencies, including FSA. Research indsctitat restructuring can undermine
individual perceptions of ability and self-estegdiunan, 2009; Payton, 2000). Perhaps
the social disruption caused by the reinventingegoment reforms was so drastic that
good faith promises and provisions offered undexdaxive Order No. 13,111 were no

longer credible. That is, to a fraction of the iforce, maybe the government was no
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longer a reliable partner with whom a contractxahange could be made. Thus,
participation in any initiative for employee devefent would have been unlikely. The
target audience and social motives behind thiswgkexorder remain elusive. Next, |
provide the background and history of FSA.
Background and Context of FSA

FSA, located in Washington, D.C., is the largestagency under ED. Through
this office and several regional offices employaesk with ED to award approximately
$150 billion a year in grants, work-study fundsd éow-interest loans to more than 14
million students. In 1990, FSA was included onth8. General Accounting Office’s
(GAO) high-risk list as a result of allegationsfifud, waste, abuse, and
mismanagemerit. The GAO is the investigative arm of the legislatbranch of the U.S.
government responsible for improving accountabilitherefore, improvement became
necessary to ensure that missions were not compeohaind that taxpayer money was
well spent. Over the years, FSA officials haveufsex heavily on its human capital and
performance management issues by experimentingseitbral initiatives to promote
continuous employee development. Some of thosgramas include FSA University,
Career Zone, and ED’s Training and Development &gitDC). Each will be discussed
in the following subsections. | discuss the leagnoupon last because it is FSA’s most
enduring employee development initiative.

FSA university. FSA University was a corporate university modetoftinuous
education and employee development. In traditicogborate university models of

training, the universities determine individual deedevelop training, and distribute the

1 U.S. General Accounting Office, High-Risk Serigstdent Financial Aid, GAO/HR-95-10 (Washington,
D.C.: Feb. 1, 1995)
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opportunities in the form of a skills catalog (EdInir, 2002). However, by 2003, the
corporate university model of training opporturstigas determined by more imminent
business goals, such as increased productivityloy®e engagement, and talent
management. Training activities were specifidi® competencies needed in each
business unit, and the development of course cont@s subcontracted to experts or
specialists outside of FSA. Coaching and leadpsshining services were available to
managers. FSA University also maintained a compatethat was intended to promote
access and participation in development activities.

Career zone. Also in 2003, FSA contracted the services of twbtime career
counselors, who began providing individualized ea®unseling sessions and career-
development courses. This program was intendedoMide guidance and direction to
employees who wanted to gain new skills and knogéddr the sole purpose of
transitioning to other employment positions. Tleeder Zone emphasized to employees
the importance of individual development plans $RP

Education's training and development center.In addition to FSA’s career
development programs, ED also provided an arrayg-bbuse professional development
learning activities, including workshops, seminamferences, and courses in which
FSA staff could participate. Workshops includedtcact administration, time
management, basic writing, email etiquette, andipspeaking. Seminars were offered
to develop skills in relationship management, angjtcustomer service, problem
solving, social networking, resume writing, corifimanagement, and grant writing.
Course offerings included basic skill developmenExkcel, MS Word, PowerPoint, and

many other special software packages. The TDCdafeced training in the operation of
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specialized databases, leadership, and projectgearent. These learning activities
were offered multiple times a year.

Despite the activities chronicled in the precedmagagraphs, FSA continues to
struggle in its search for effective ways to inflae employee participation in the many
professional development opportunities it offe@ne of the most popular employee
development initiatives is the learning coupon,chhidiscuss next.

Learning Coupon

As previously explained, the Presidential Task Edhat was established under
Executive Order No. 13,111 (1999) recommended $ieeofi ILAs for federal employees.
In 2000, 13 U.S. federal agencies piloted an IL&goam, hoping to encourage employee
development within the federal governmérthe 2003 report “Individual Learning
Account Pilot” showed a positive response to thetprogram, which resulted in several
similar learning initiatives across agencies, ohelach is the learning coupon. The
learning coupon is a tool created by FSA to enagaigarticipation in lifelong learning
and career development. This initiative promotepleyee-led demands for training,
which means that employees are empowered to maksales about their
developmental needs and to pursue learning oppbesiaccordingly. | will discuss the
learning coupon in more detail after | discussléssons learned from the ILA pilot
program.

Lessons from the ILA Pilot Program

An evaluation of the ILA pilot program suggestedtthlignment of policy,

procedure, and personnel was a complicated ende@#eM officials outlined five

lessons learned as a result of the implementafitmedLA pilot project. Lesson five is

2 FSA was not a part of the ILA pilot program.
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perhaps the most relevant recommendation for ceraidn in this study. It
recommended that the OPM use social networkinghahaorks to promote the use of
ILAs. This recommendation is important becausg @onsistent with recent empirical
work that personal and social factors can impamtitng and development participation
(Bandiera, Barankay & Rasul, 2007; Falk & Ichin608; Ichino & Maggi, 2000; Mas &
Moretti, 2009). Furthermore, the lesson related thhange in culture resonates with our
hypotheses that social factors could influenceig@pétion in the learning coupon. The
next section discusses the learning coupon in grelatail.
Learning Coupon Participation Process

In 2002, FSA officials began offering employeess@®&learning incentive in the
form of the learning coupon to apply toward profesal development activities. This
amount proved to be insufficient based on empldyfeeslback. Therefore, management
increased the amount to $800 to address this comeer to encourage more employees
to participate in continuous development activiti@he process of participating in the
learning coupon involved action by the employee thidemployee’s supervisor. The
desire to participate in the learning coupon beuwiitls the submission of a formal
request to open a learning coupon account withsosigervisor and the learning coupon
administrator. The supervisor approves or rejfgequest for training. Once the
supervisor makes the decision, the learning coaglpministrator receives an email notice
regarding the status of the request. Upon appmivikle request, the learning coupon
administrator consults with the employee to pureh@sacquire the educational product.

As a process outlined on paper, the decision tiicgzate in the learning coupon
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initiative seemed straightforward. Nonetheless\ B&s not been able to determine why
not more than 50% of the workforce chooses tozatithis employee benefit.
Summary Problem Statement

FSA officials are concerned and perplexed thai@padtion rates in FSA’s
learning coupon initiative have consistently beeardower than 50%. This is a problem
because low employee participation rates in trgimmian create significant knowledge and
skill gaps within the agency, thereby leaving ilnarable and unable to accomplish its
mission. When half of a federal agency does ria talvantage of the opportunity to
learn new knowledge and skills through initiatigegh as the learning coupon, the
federal government cannot realistically meet thmaleds of the Zicentury. Despite
extensive knowledge in the field of professionatlelepment about factors that influence
individual participation, FSA officials appear te bnaware of the nature of specific
research that demonstrates the correlations beterapioyee motivation and training
participation.

This chapter has explained why the social conteatisl be modeled statistically
to understand patterns of participation in FSAahéng coupon initiative. | have
illustrated how personal experiences with reinvengovernment can affect individual
and shared perceptions of trust and trustworthiokasd among federal employees. The
ability to make exchanges and agreements with stieguires credibility. In the absence
of such trust and credibility, the social contre@htinues to erode. In the next chapter, |
introduce the conceptual framework and discusshiberetical perspectives that

contributed to its development.
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Chapter 3: Literature Review

Terms such agariables factors determinantsandantecedentsave been used
interchangeably throughout the literature, makirdjfficult to interpret the findings on
employee participation in learning activities. Téfere, | offer the following
observations about my review to ensure that myudsion of the literature on employee
participation is as clear as possible: (1) Empdoparticipation in learning activities can
be conditioned or unconditioned by characteristiche individual person, his or her
social group, and his or her environment. For gdantraining motivation can vary
based on self-efficacy or the extent to which ahmvidlual believes that he or she can
perform a specific task. Self-efficacy is consatka personal determinant of employee
participation. In this instance, self-efficacyalso an antecedent (i.e., pre-condition) of
motivation. As such, employee participation deeor motivation, and motivation
depends on self-efficacy. (2) These charactesistin be classified as stable or
malleable. For example, high levels of self-effi¢caffect motivation positively and vice
versa. (3) Finally, the need for more exact speatibn of these terms is made clear
through my research study and the use of the nmlkidsional model of employee
participation. | will discuss both in more detailthe following paragraphs.

My review is organized into the following three 8ens: personal, social, and
environmental determinants. The first section adskes personal determinants of
employee participation and includes motivation (antecedents of motivation), age,
level of education, gender, and intention. Int@mtiefers to “the degree to which a
person has formulated conscious plans to perfommesspecific future behavior”

(Warshaw & Davis, 1985, p. 214)Jsing the theory of reasoned action and the thebr
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planned behavior, | explain how motivation and mtiten interact to influence behavior.
These two theories serve as the foundation of mamglex models, such as the
multidimensional model of employee development—alehthat also will be discussed.
In addition to viewing personal determinants thiotite lens of these frameworks, |
examine the literature to understand the socia@rdehants of employee participation.
Human interactions through observation and modddettaviors will be explained using
Albert Bandura’s theory of social learning. | abs@lore the research on the effects of
group size, subjective norms, and social relatiggssbn employee participation.
Research findings related to these determinantsrgrertant for this study because these
determinants serve as the building blocks for my eanceptual framework for
understanding employee participation in the leaymoupon at FSA. Finally, | review
environmental effects such as union involvement@oity developments on employee
participation.
Motivation as a Personal Determinant

Literature on workplace training has recognizeadhing motivation as an
important predictor for training participation (Ni&u, Tannenbaum, & Salas 1992).
Motivation refers to “the choice employees makerdmg what experiences or goals
they will approach or avoid and the degree of ¢ffoey will exert in that respect”
(Keller, 1983, p. 389). Researchers believe thaileyee participation in training results
from motivation (Guay et al., 2010). In the follmg sections, | explain how individual
expectations, learning orientation, learning afits, and past learning experiences affect

motivation and ultimately employee participation.
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Expectancy theory and learning orientation. According to Vroom (1964),
motivation is made up of three components: valemstumentality, and expectancy.
Valence refers to the affective orientation towandoutcome and has been interpreted as
the importance, attractiveness, desirability, dicgmted satisfaction with outcomes
(Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996). Instrumentality haseb defined as the likelihood of
obtaining an outcome. Vroom’s (1964) model stétas “the instrumentality of a
number of outcomes, weighted by valence, is toupensed” (Van Eerde & Thierry,

1996, p. 576). According to Vroom (1964), an exelnt outcome should have an
instrumentality score of O and, therefore, haveffiect on the relationship with the
criterion. Meanwhile, Vroom (1964) characterizegectancy as a subjective probability
of an action or effort leading to an outcome orf@g@nance. Vroom (1964) theorized that
employees consciously decide whether or not taoparbn the job. This decision
depends on the employee’s motivation level, whicturn depends on the three factors
of valence, instrumentality, and expectancy. Maience—instrumentality—expectancy
model became known as expectancy theory.

Expectancy theory has served as an important gogdi€ motivation and training
participation (Salas, Cannon-Bowers, RhodenizeBofvers 1999; Tharenou, 2001).
Research indicates that individual attitudes antdvaton to engage in training activities
can be affected by how the individual perceiveshieefits of training (Maurer &

Tarulli, 1994; Maurer, Weiss, & Barbeite, 2003 dddition, Tharenou (2001)
investigated how training motivation is influendaegthe participants’ expected value of
the training. In his study, the training motivatizvas higher for younger employees than

for older employees. An individual's learning aniation, or preference to develop
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competence by acquiring new skills and masterinvg sieuations, also affects employee
participation and motivation (Van deWalle, 2008 learning orientation can be
contrasted with a performance orientation, whidleots the extent to which individuals
seek out “easy situations that ensure positiveuadiains of their capabilities”

(Kozlowski et al., 2001, p. 4). Individuals witlparformance orientation emphasize
demonstrating their ability relative to others @wbid novel or challenging situations
because failure reflects negatively on them (Dw&dleggett, 1988; Gentry, Dickinson,
Burns, McGinnis, & Park, 2006). Orvis, Fisher, afdsserman (2009) found that
performance orientation was positively relatedetarhers’ off-task attention, an indicator
of a lack of psychological availability.

Learning attitude and past learning experienceTwo additional factors that
affect motivation are learning attitude and paatrieng experiences. According to
Goldstein and Ford (2002), differences in learrattgude and self-efficacy can produce
individual differences in motivation. Bandura (¥9defines self-efficacy as an
individual’'s belief about his or her ability to p@m a given task. Self-efficacy can
affect the choice employees make as to what expegeor goals they will approach (or
avoid) and the amount of effort they are willingeteert in a given situation. Guerrero
and Sire (2001) illustrate the link between leagrattitude and self-efficacy in their
study using self-report data taken from trainingsgans in the fields of health, finance,
and engineering. These researchers found thatéwgls of motivation increased an
individual’s ability to overcome low levels of sedfficacy. Similarly, researchers have
found that an individual’s learning attitude andliiegs about the learning experience can

encourage or discourage participation given thareand quality of the individual's
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prior learning experiences (Baldwin, Magjuka, & leoh1991; Hicks & Klimoski, 1987;
Krathwohl, Bloom, & Masia, 1964; Noe & Wilk, 1993).
Age

Research indicates that age can also be a deternahimaining participation. In
a survey conducted by the Center on Aging and Vdbioston College, researchers
analyzed the effect of age and age-related factoemployees’ attitudes and learning
behaviors. Researchers discovered that youngdwmngwere more interested and more
likely to participate in training than older workgAbdullah, 2011; Renaud, Lakhdari, &
Morin, 2004; Shen, Pitt-Catsouphes, & Smyer, 200He link between age and
education has been explained in terms of individapkbility, with “a more educated
employee being seen as having greater aptitudevaintness to be trained than a less
educated employee” (Renaud et al., 2004, p. 72Bjough an enhanced model of
statistical analysis, a more precise understanaiitige relationship between age and
training participation was discovered.

Oosterbeek (1998) and Maximiano (2012) found tkatyadditional year of
formal education was correlated with a 2.4 perggnizoint increase in probability of
individual participation in employer-related trangi Results from the research of
Oosterbeek (1998) and Maximiano (2012) are supgdayea survey analysis of
Canadian participation in continuous adult educatim A Report on Adult Education
and Training in Canadalearning a living(Statistics Canada. Human Resources
Development Canada, 2001) Canadian researchersniiete that individuals with a
university degree were 7.5 times more likely tdtipgrate in a continuous adult

education learning activity than those without ghlschool diploma. Given such results,
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we might expect differences in employee particgain the learning coupon at FSA to
reflect differences in age.
Gender and Level of Education

Researchers have also examined how age and legdloétion interact with
gender differences to affect individual trainingtgapation (Backes-Gellner, Oswald, &
Tuor, 2011; Burgard, 2012; Fitzenberger & Mueh®€]11; Green & Zanchi, 1997;
Veum, 1996). In general, researchers found th&tsrzarticipate in training more often
than females (Beck, Horan, &Tolbert, 1978; Brow®9Q). In a more recent and in-
depth study on the relationship among age, levetlotation, and gender, Maurer et al.
(2003) learned that young males (mostly collegelgmées) have higher probabilities for
participating in training than women. The most coonly cited reason for this is that
males have more training in technology and aremasduto have a higher capacity for
technological change than females (Brown, 199Q)weler, more recent research
suggests that generalizations about technologptalide are not useful when planning
the delivery of training (Corrin, Lockyer, & Benhe?2010).

Using advanced statistical analyses of Oaxaca—8liddcompositions for non-
linear models to analyze the contribution of indual variables to gender differences in
participation rates, researchers added the divisidrousehold labor as a factor that
affects participation (Huber & Huemer, 2009). Haydiscussed how age, gender, level
of education, and motivation can affect employegi@pation, | next look to define and

understand the role of individual intention in ughcing individual behavior.
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Intention—Theory of Planned Behavior

As a result of their research on attitude and etgmey, Fishbein and Ajzen
(1980) formulated the theory of reasoned actionA)l® explain discrepancies between
attitude and voluntary behavior. TRA suggests liedavior is determined by intention.
Intention is “the cognitive representation of agmer's readiness to perform a given
behavior, and it is considered to be the immediatecedent of behavior” (Ajzen, 1985,
p. 32). This theory evolved later into the theofyplanned behavior (TPB), in which
researchers studied intention in settings wherawWehwas planned and controlled.
Under this theory, intention is comprised of attia toward the specific behavior,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral conffblese concepts are modeled in
Figure 3.1. | define and discuss the effect ofettive norms on employee participation

later in this review.

Attitudes \

Perceived behavioral /

control

Figure 3.1.Theory of planned behavior

As Figure 3.1 indicates, attitudes, subjective rgramd perceived behavior
control and shape intention to affect behavior.d&sussed in the previous paragraphs,
attitude toward a training participation is basedoeliefs about the expected

consequences of a specified behavior and the di@igaf these consequences. The
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theory of reasoned action and the theory of plarm@ddvior have successfully predicted
a wide variety of behaviors, including occupatiociabice and job-seeking behavior
(Fishbein & Stasson, 1990). Maurer and PalmergiLé8und the TPB model to be
useful in predicting managers’ voluntary developtativity in response to peer and
subordinate feedback. Along the same line of reedharenou (2001) found that
expectancy-based motivation constructs were usafydredicting participation in
employee development activities. McCarthy and Gang2006) found the constructs of
perceived behavior control and subjective normpfaéfor predicting managers’
participation in developmental activity.
Social Learning Theory

One theory that relies heavily on the relationdlepveen self-efficacy and
motivation is social learning theory. Bandura’®7X) social learning theory claims that
neither environmental nor could intrinsic factoksree adequately account for all
influences on learning-related behaviors. Ban@sserted that the reciprocal
interaction of social factors (which is a subse¢w¥ironmental factors) and individual
factors influenced individual learning behaviomeSifically, he proposed that people
learn new behaviors from one another by obsenhegdoehavior of others. This
process was later coined observational learningsaetl modeling. Bandura
explained human behavior in terms of a three-wggadic, reciprocal model in which
personal (intrinsic) factors and environmental dast(which includes social factors) act

on behavior. Figure 3.2 illustrates this reciptaetationship.
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Figure 3.2.Social learning theory
Bandura’s emphasis on the role of social behaviohe learning process made it

possible for us to form the hypothesis that indigldearning behavior can be influenced
by the behavior of others in the workplace. Baatutheory of social learning was
developed further by Stanford sociologists, andgssor Mark Granovetter honed in on
the nature in which internal factors mesh with ab@iot environmental) factors to
influence individual behavior. Granovetter (20@%plains that:

Actors do not behave or decide as atoms outsideialcontext, nor do they

adhere slavishly to a script written for them bg garticular intersection of social

categories that they happen to occupy. Their gite® st purposive action are

instead embedded in concrete, ongoing systemsc@l selation (p. 487).
Granovetter’'s argument of “embeddedness” assatsliehavior is so constrained by
social relations that to construe them as indepandea grievous misunderstanding” (p.
482). Embeddedness can be realized when emplogggas to utilize each other as
significant sources of information (GranovetterQ2)) Social learning represents the
reciprocal interaction of internal and social fastthat influence each other in order to
drive individual learning behavior.

According to Bandura (1977), social learning thgomgdicts that individual
behavior is influenced by the behavior of otheair hypothesis that peers’ and
supervisors’ participation influence individual peipation was based on this concept.

More specifically, Bandura explained that sociarteng takes place through observation
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and modeling. During the process of observing behnathe learner develops a mental
model of the critical behaviors needed to compdet@ction. Information gathered
through the observation of behavior includes symbaebrds, pictures, actions, and many
more factors. The learner stores this mental naodierecalls the impression when it is
time generate new behavior. Once retained, feéddnad repetitive processes refine
actions that eventually lead to the desired bemavio
Observation and Modeling

In addition, researchers who examine how employsesach other as sources of
information in the process of deciding to parti¢tgen training have done so through the
constructs of observation and modeling. What thesas have in common is that they
can be used to explain participation by cooperaiiviaterdependent relationships.
Bamberger and Biron (2007), for example, descriteset influence as the persuasion by
an individual’s “referent other” (p. 127). In oth@ords, anyone with a lateral
relationship to the object of reference (the indiial with a decision to make) is
considered a referent (Bamberger & Biron, 2007;ihe@&Van Dyne, 2001; Umphress,
Labianca, Kass, & Scholten, 2003). Chiaburu andistan (2008) argued that this line
of research is critical for “making a case for geeattention to lateral relationships in
organizational research” (p. 1089). As work becemereasingly interdependent,
studies of this nature gain more and more sigmfteaas researchers consider improving
organizational performance through social factochsas peer and supervisor influence.

Thus far our review of the literature reveals timainy personal antecedents to
employee participation exist in learning activitidhave also shown how our research

hypotheses are based upon the literature | havewed in this chapter. Next, | discuss
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the literature that relates to the effects of grsize, peer, and supervisor relationships on
employee participation.
Group Size

Research indicates that group size can signifigaftect a wide range of
variables, including individual and group perforro@nparticipation, and member
satisfaction (Hackman & Vidmar, 1970; Thomas & FifiR63). Of particular use to this
study is the work of sociologist Georg Simmel, wbond that individual participation in
a group activity decreased as the size of the gimerpased. Researchers attribute the
decrease in participation in large groups to thenpimenon of social loafing (Latane,
Williams, & Harkins, 1979). Social loafing refeis “the tendency to reduce one’s effort
when working collectively compared with coactively the same task” (Karau &
Williams, 1993, p. 683). The most common explamafor social loafing that is
provided in the literature is that individual prativity cannot be associated with specific
individuals (Latane et al., 1979). In other wongstsonal responsibility for work
becomes diffused as individuals “hide in the cro\icdtane et al., 1979, p.830).
Research also indicates that large groups haveefleated greater levels of absenteeism
and personnel turnover due to social loafing (SH:88,1).

Researchers have noted that larger groups arecthiazad by more formal,
impersonal interactions with less frequent commaitino (Chidambaram & Tung, 2005;
Liden, Wayne, Jaworski, & Bennett, 2009). On tileeohand, researchers have noted
that small groups (usually four to five individugése characterized by intimate, ongoing
face-to-face association, long-term cooperatiod, lagher maintained levels of

communication than larger groups (Lowry, Roberism@no, Cheney, & Hightower,
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2006). The diminished communication in larger ge®bhas been linked with less
member involvement (Hackman & Vidmar, 1970; Tho&dsink, 1963). Therefore, |
expect employee participation at FSA to reflectdffects of group size and the patterns
of conformity and diffusion of responsibility assated with it, as described in our
literature review.

A second explanation for social loafing is thatiunduals find the task
unimportant, uninteresting, and trivial (Latanakt 1979). This second explanation
resonates with our previous discussion of the the@f reasoned action and planned
behavior and their relation to motivation and ergp®participation. Therefore, details
such as common goals, patterns of social intemactiod length of time spent working in
a group might all be important in understandingrttagnitude of peer or supervisors’
effect on individual employee participation. Nelx¢xplore the literature on peer
relationships and their impact on individual beloaviAlthough the body of literature
related to the influence of peers and supervisormsroployee participation in learning
activities is small relative to the literature rewied herein, this disparity provides further
reason for justifying this study.

Peers and Subjective Norms

Researchers have observed in ethnographic andieahgitudies that individual
perceptions and behavior can be affected by thbdeewm peers and co-workers (Angrist
& Lang, 2004; Baker, 2011; Gould, 2008; Hoxby, 20@hino & Maggi, 2000; Mas &
Moretti, 2009; Miller, 2011; Neale, 2011; Sacerd@@01; Zimmermann, 2003). The
close proximity of work groups at FSA can lead éhévioral regularities and close

interpersonal relations between co-workers in suelay that they influence individual
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perception and behavior. These behavioral patteame been described in the literature
as subjective norms. Hurtz and Williams (2009)camtualize subjective norms as “the
likelihood that specific referent others believee@hould engage in the behavior
(normative beliefs) and one’s motivation to comyith those beliefs” (p. 637). Group
norms are informally agreed-upon standards th&raethe the kinds of actions that are
permitted or condemned within a group. Who cacdaeted on to complete a task and
whom others can look to for guidance and adviceratances that might involve
subjective group norms.

Evidence of the influence of subjective norms afhvidual behavior can be
found in the research on organizational suppoudrtheAccording to this theory,
employees form a global perception of the extenthicch the organization cares about
their well-being and demonstrates appreciatiortfem, called perceived organizational
support (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & So¥@86). If the employees perceive
the organization as supportive, they feel an obbgeao return this support in the form of
attitudes and behaviors that enhance the organizél@hoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
When one person treats another well, the recipramtm obliges the return of favorable
treatment leading to beneficial outcomes for bbthémployee and the employer
(Gouldner, 1960). Based upon this research, inseaeasonable to expect individuals to
identify and participate in learning opportunitteat are beneficial to themselves, their
peers, and the organization if they are not cdsetlyerform. If participation is perceived
to be too costly, then the organization should itErsvays to offset these costs.

My research on peer effects reveals that not &if pgluence is positive.

Negative peer effects have been observed in educati crime, and with substance
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abuse (Calvo-Armengol, Patacchnini, & Zenou, 2009)r instance, Bayer,
Hjalmarsson, and Pozen (2009) found that juverffienders serving time in the same
correctional facility influence each other’s suhseat criminal behavior. Duncan,
Boisjoly, Kremer, Levy, and Eccles (2005) foundttimales who themselves binge drank
in high school have a fourfold increase in theiminer of college binge-drinking
episodes (per month) when assigned a roommate lwbaeported binge drinking in

high school. Several other studies have demoamsittatat a worker’s incentive to slack
off in productivity is stronger when his or her workers’ inclination is the same (Falk &
Ichino, 2006; Ichino & Maggi, 2000).

The implication of these findings on peer effestthiat behavior—regardless of
whether it is positive or negative—can be multigland spread throughout an
organization. Therefore, it is important to acktenige the significant role that peers can
play in influencing employee training participatjgrarticularly in groups where
employees look to each other for information anidlgoice on how to proceed with
important decisions. In the next section, | discisw supervisors affect employee
participation.

Supervisors

Although peers can play a significant role in iefhicing individual behavior,
some researchers have argued that supervisorseaneaist important factor in
influencing individual training behavior (Hughe§@; Senge, 2000; Wallo, 2008).
However, not all researchers agree on the supeiwisse in influencing employee
behavior. Some have suggested that supervisorgiical actors, but play an indirect

role in facilitating the development of their stéffughes, 2004). Yet the direct role that
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supervisors can play in the professional develogrmaeoounselors and clinicians is well
documented (Falender, Burnes, & Ellis, 2012; HayQesey, & Moulton, 2003; Kaslow,
Falender, & Grus, 2012). Other research indicttassupervisors have enabled
individual learning behavior by playing many otlerkplace roles, such as coaches and
facilitators of professional development (Macn2001; Senge, 2000). Therefore, the
role of guidance and coaching should be consideredr understanding of the factors
that influence employee participation. Next, ladiss the multidimensional model of
employee participation.
Multidimensional Model of Employee Development

Hurtz and Williams (2009) introduced a multidimesrgal theoretical model of
employee development that includes most of thegpatsand social determinants
discussed thus far. The model is comprehensiverahaes all of the well-known
explanatory variables and their effects on indiaidaehavior, such as attitudes,
perceived behavioral control, subjective normsctieas to past activities, perceived
social support, learning goal orientation, and waektrality. A key contribution of this
model is that it provides multiple perspectives definitions for enhancing the construct
validity of previous theories, such as the thedrgeasoned action (TRA; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) and theory of planned behavior (TPEeA, 1985). | illustrate how the
model clarifies previous research in the followpagagraphs. Overall, | agree with other
researchers that this multidimensional model haseviar understanding and predicting
employee participation in organizations (De Cuypeder, & Van der Heijden, 2012;
Gorges & Kandler, 2012; Judge & Kammeyer-Muell€12, Kraimer, Seibert, Wayne,

Liden, & Bravo, 2011; McCarthy, Darcy, & Grady, ZDMorrell, & Korsgaard, 2011,
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Noe, Tews, & Dachner, 2010; Orvis, & Leffler, 2004an, Compeau, & Haggerty,
2012; Yang, 2012).
Concepts Clarified by the Multidimensional Model

Hurtz and Williams (2009) include TPB as the cdréheir multidimensional
model and expand on TPB by including more diretthga of availability during the
period of participation. Hurtz and Williams (20d®inted out that Fishbein and Stasson
(1990) questioned the intended meaning of Azjet@8%, 1991) perceived behavioral
control in the TPB, providing three possible defons of control. First is the locus-of-
control perception regarding the degree to whicindividual, versus other people or
events, determines his or her engagement in apkatibehavior. Researchers have
found support for locus of control as a predictbindividual motivation to learn
(Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000). A second perspwecon perceived behavior control
falls in line with Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacgmstruct where an employee’s belief that
he or she has the capacity to participate in tngiifi he or she desires.

Maurer and Tarulli (1994) found evidence that sélieacy with respect to
improving career-related skills was related tonititens to engage in employee-
development activities. A third perspective ontecolnnvolves perceptions of the
presence or absence of factors that could fa@ldgatinhibit participation in training
activities such as time and resources. Noe (1886jred to this as “environmental
favorability” (p. 738). Related to this is the oot of the availability or lack of employee
development activities. If an organization doesafter any opportunities for employee

development, then participation is out of the emp&ls volitional control. By including
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direct measures of each of these notions of comtribleir multidimensional model,
Hurtz and Williams (2009) enabled researchersrd fnore meaning in their results.

Another distinction made by the multidimensionaldabis between general
attitudes toward participation and expectancy-valeeeptions regarding the potential
outcome of participation. According to the TRAg texpectancy-value perceptions are
heavily utility-based and reflect judgments regagdnow useful training will be for
attaining desired outcomes (Birdi, Allan, & WarB9l7; Clark, Dobbins, & Ladd, 1993).
In contrast, general attitudes are viewed as mifeetdaden and reflect perceptions of
how enjoyable and worthwhile an individual expebts activity to be. Hurtz and
Williams (2009) used these insights in their muttidnsional model to portray a wider
range of an employee’s thoughts and feelings towartcipating in training activities.
Environmental Determinants of Employee Participation

One of the limitations of Hurtz and Williams’ (200@ultidimensional model of
employee development is that it fails to considaw lenvironmental factors such as
union presence, legislation, policy, and presidggmianagement agendas affect
employee participation. This perspective is imaottfor understanding employee
motivation within a federal agency because legmtaaind policy establish boundaries
and guidelines for employee behavior (Kluve et2007). Therefore, our conceptual
framework for understanding participation is unidpeeause it is comprehensive and
includes the potential of environmental factoraftect individual participation.

| label these environmental factors because theyabe from outside the agency
to affect individual behavior. For example, the@PEgislation discussed in chapter 2

enabled FSA's officials to establish performancalgdor its employees and develop
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systems for holding employees accountable. Imaam fashion, Executive Order No.
13,111 provided the legal framework in which FSAapls could develop training
policy for promoting professional development. ehaictions between employees might
have been regulated by the guidelines establishéldab executive order. Therefore,
environmental factors can have an effect on an eyepls cognitive processes, thereby
influencing his or her decision to participatehe tearning coupon at FSA. Next |
discuss our research model and conceptual framefoothis study.
Research Model and Conceptual Framework

Based on our review of the literature, | believatthmployee participation in the
learning coupon at FSA is affected by charactessif the individual, the work group,
and the environment. The research model is reptedgraphically in Figure 3.3. The
model includes three main categories of motivatiana behavioral determinants of
employee participation: personal, social, and emvirental. Examples of each kind of
determinant are encircled under the categoryustilhte their potential to affect
employee participation. | anticipate that eackhese categories of variables interact in
some unknown way to affect participation in theéag coupon at FSA. Whereas this
model is a comprehensive one, | am only examirtiegsbcial determinants part of the
model because it has been the less examined adghetmodel. Next | discuss our

hypotheses for how these variables affect participa
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Figure3.3.Conceptual framework and research model
Hypotheses

Using social learning theory, | proposed that ddeietors had an effect on
individual participation in the learning couponexpected individual participation to
increase as peer participation increased. Thexefloe hypotheses were as follows: The
null hypothesis for peer participation{fiwas that peer participation in the learning
coupon did not influence individual decisions tetggpate in the learning coupon. The
alternative hypothesis @h) was that peer participation in the learning cougml
influence individual decisions to participate i tlearning coupon. The null hypothesis
for supervisors’ participation (@ was that the supervisors’ participation in themnezy
coupon did not influence individual decisions tetggpate in the learning coupon. The

alternative hypothesis b was that supervisors’ participation in the leaghcoupon did
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influence individual decisions to participate i learning coupon. Our methodology for

addressing these hypotheses is discussed in themapter.
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Chapter 4: Research Methods

This chapter is divided into the following sectiofi) research objectives and
hypotheses, (2) the research design, and (3) m&thod
Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The research objective was to determine whethargeksupervisors’
participation in the learning coupon influencedividual participation in the learning
coupon initiative. The null hypothesis for peertipation (H,) was that peer
participation in the learning coupon did not infige individual decisions to participate
in the learning coupon. The alternative hypoth@sis) was that peer participation in the
learning coupon did influence individual decisidogarticipate in the learning coupon.
The null hypothesis for supervisors’ participat{ty,) was that the supervisors’
participation in the learning coupon did not infige individual decisions to participate
in the learning coupon. The alternative hypothfsis) was that supervisors’
participation in the learning coupon did influencdividual decisions to participate in
the learning coupon.
Research Design

A correlational research design was used to determhie relationship between
individual participation, peer participation, angobgrvisors’ participation in the learning
coupon initiative at FSA. This research desigrogted in the tradition of the post-
positivist school of thought, where interactiomgluence, and outcomes are discovered
through the estimation of statistical probabilitessociated with a set of phenomena

(Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003).
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Method

The procedures for carrying out the research mshidy were as follows: (1)
define the research constructs under our theolétamaework, (2) develop hypotheses,
(3) retrieve archival records from FSA’s learnirgpon database, (4) assign
identification numbers and code individual datd,d&velop the statistical model for
analyzing data, (6) analyze data, and (7) pressuilts. Each step is detailed below.

Step 1. Prior to the selection of methods, | developedrceptual model of how
the variables in our dataset would interact andcafbne another. Bandura'’s social
learning theory informed my next step, the develeptof my hypotheses.

Step 2. | hypothesized that peer and supervisors’ gpgton would have an
effect on individual participation in the learningupon. The dependent variable was
individual participation, and the independent Valea were peer and supervisors’
participation.

Step 3. The original set of data came from FSA’s learrengpon database and
consisted of approximately 16,000 records on eng@daender, supervisor, business unit,
and status of participation. | deactivated 14,6%rds from that database (2002—2006
and 2009-2011) and used the remaining 1,875 refanaisthe year 2007—-2008 to
comprise the analytic sample. Data from thesesywas selected because it represents
the highest level of participation (49%) in therlgag coupon initiative. Chapter 5
discusses the results from the methods describtlsichapter.

The status of participation was a yes—no varididé indicated whether or not
each employee and each supervisor participatedimrg during the 2007—-2008

calendar year. Inthe database, each employetisads linked to her or his supervisor’'s
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data. This linking enabled me to identify the eoyples who shared a common
supervisor. From this data set, the following &ales were constructed:

Individual participation was defined as whethenot the employee used the learning
coupon during the 2007—-2008 calendar year. Thewas coded as “0” if the employee
did not use the learning coupon during this timegaeand “1” if the employee did use
the learning coupon during this period. Supervgsaticipation was defined as whether
or not the employee’s supervisor used the learoaugpon during the 2007-2008
calendar year. The data was coded as “0” if thel@yep’s supervisor did not use the
learning coupon during this time period and “1thé employee’s supervisor did use the
learning coupon during this period.

Step 4. In this study, peer participation was definedhespercentage of
employees who share the same supervisor as thet eanployee and who participated in
the learning coupon. Specifically, | counted thenber of employees who shared the
same supervisor and participated in the learningpen during the 2007—2008 year; this
number was divided by the number of employees wiaoesl the supervisor minus one.
Finally, peer participation was dichotomized. ®5 or more of the employees of a
supervisor participated in the learning coupony peticipation was coded as 1. If less
than 50% of the employees of a supervisor partiegha the learning coupon, peer
participation was coded as 0. Employees and sigmeswvere each assigned separate
identification numbers; these identification nuntallowed us to preserve the
hierarchical structure and relationships within FSA

Step 5. | used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to ayrd the data. The

justification for the application of this methodtwgo-fold. First, | needed to preserve the
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nested structure of our data in order to make ateunferences about how our variables
interacted. Second, my theoretical framework sstggkthat individuals’ participation
could be influenced by variables that themselvegdcbave been highly correlated. thus,
| needed to use a multilevel statistical modelXaneine cross-level interactions among
peers, supervisors, and participation.

Step 6. | developed two statistical models for analysi$ie first was the
unconditional model that did not contain any prestieariables. This model was
necessary for establishing the probability of ggsation in the general population. The
second model was comprised of two levels. The lgreel included the variable “other
participation,” which refers to the effect of pgarticipation on individual participation
in the learning coupon. The second-level variablese supervisors’ participation and
group size. | selected hierarchical linear modg(iHLM) 7.0 software to analyze peer
and supervisors’ participation.

Step 7. The last step was to report my findings, whiah discussed in chapter

SiX.
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Chapter 5: Results

In this chapter, | present the findings from thdtaariate logistic regression
analyses that were performed to estimate and eedlli@ effects of other participation
(i.e., peer participation) and supervisors’ pap@tion on the likelihood of individual
participation in the learning coupon initiativeR8A. First, | describe the details of the
data, including descriptive information about thenple. Next, | discuss the statistical
models and the main and moderated effects of mghlas on individual participation in
the learning coupon. | rely upon the results otgdifrom the population-average model
with robust standard errors because they were tiet stable and required fewer
assumptions about model specification.
Descriptive Information

The total number of employees at FSA during 2000820as 1,875.
Participation in the learning coupon was almoshéveplit, with 48% participating and
52% not participating. There were 212 superviseid) an average of 8.79 employees
per supervisor (s.d. = 7.30). Appendix A contdirssHLM report of these descriptive
statistics. In this study, | specified the disttion of individual participation as Bernoulli
and | specified the link function as logit. Thi®guced a multilevel logistic regression,
where 1 indicates that an individual participatedhie learning coupon and 0O indicates
that the person did not. Because the dependeablais dichotomous, this is the most
appropriate model to use in determining the possffiects of peer and supervisors’

participation.
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Statistical Models
| model participation for each employee as a furctof the grand mean of the

sample plus a random error. This model is “emptttiatis, fully unconditional, with no
predictor variables. The equations for the modeldefined as:
Level-1: Prob(Y=1/B) =P

log[P/(1-P)] o 1)
Level-2: Bo= Yoo+ Loj (2)
In equation 1, intercefff represents individual participation as a functéthe grand
mean {o0). The second term (equation 2) estimates intéfgs a function of the grand
mean {oo) plus the residual variance between groups iresitienation of the average log
odds of participationu;). This model serves as baseline for compariséin wi
subsequent, more complex models, regarding the minedwariance in the average log
odds of participation that might be explained by thodel. The results from the empty
model are presented in Table 5.1. A full reporthef results is included in Appendix B.
Table 5.1.

Results from the Empty Model

Fixed Coefficient Standard T-ratio Approx  p-value Odds Confidence
Effect Error d.f. Ratio Interval

For Intercept 1B,
Intercept 2yq0 -0.040776 -0.046345 -0.880 211 0.380 0.960044 (0.876, 1.052)

The probability of participation based on the |algls for the fixed effect

coefficient (oo = -0.040776) is .49. This means that a typicgbleyee at FSA is likely
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to participate in the learning coupon slightly l&ssn half of the time that it is offered.
The odds ratio provides a similar estimate: Onayeyindividuals are only 4% less
likely to participate than to not participate. Térapty model also provided estimates of
tau (0.00013) and was used to calculate the istesatorrelation (ICC). In the final
estimation of the variance component, the chi-sgjgatistic was not significant {
11.54311; d.f. = 211p > .500), indicating that there was no between-gnamance in
the training participation. As Equation 3 shovig ICC is the proportion of the variance
in participation that occurs at the supervisoryugrtevel. To ensure comparability
between levels 1 and 2, a standard logistic digtiolbh was assumed at level 1 such that
the mean and variance of the logistic distributi@re 0 andi’/3 = 3.29, respectively
(Evans, Hastings, & Peacock, 2000). This technenabled me to assume that every
employee had a certain propensity for participatmgaining, but only those employees
whose propensity crossed a certain threshold dgtoaitticipated in training. Thus, the
ICC can be calculated as:

Too / (too+ 3.29) (3)
This means that almost all of the variation in jegration was within supervisory groups
as opposed to between groups. Although the ICG€ns in this study, it does not
necessarily mean that the group context is not itapbwhen compared with individual
factors (Merlo, Chaix, Yang,, Lynch, & Rastam, 8D0Furthermore, “when the ICC is
0, the suitability of performing a multilevel analy is less obvious. However, a small
ICC does not prevent the existence of significasbaiations between level-1 variables
and level-2 variables.” (Merlo et al., 2005, p.44The multivariate analysis framework

was necessary for this study in order to identifgt axplore cross-level interactions

57



between independent variables and their effechdividual participation in the learning
coupon at FSA. The main findings from the analymsespresented next.
Main Analysis

Based on the theoretical considerations from teedliure review, group size,
other participation, and supervisors’ participatwere selected as the independent
variables to account for the differences in indiatiparticipation in the learning coupon
at FSA. My level-1 variable, “other participatibmas defined as employees who share
the same supervisor. Group size and supervisaricpation were level-2 variables.
The full model is defined in the following equation
Level 1: Prob(Y=1/B) =P

log[P/(1-P)] o +B1 * (OP_D5Q) dichotomized % of other group members who

participated in the learning coupon) 4)
Level 2: Boj = v00 + Yo" (SUP_PART) + y02*(SIZE) (5)
B1j =v10 + Y11 (SUP_PART) +115*(SIZE)) + W (6)

In level 1 of the statistical model (i.e., equatdn| tested the main hypothesis
that other participation affects individual pampiation. In level 2 of the statistical model
(i.e., equation 5), | tested for the effects ofeswpsor and group size on individual
participation. 3o represents individual participation as a functéthe grand mearydp)
across supervisory groups, plus mean differencpaiiticipation when supervisor
participation is set to zergg) for an average group sizg4) of 9. B, represents
individual participation as a function of the graméan of other participation when it is
more than 50%y{), plus mean differences in participation when suger participation

IS set to zeroyy), plus differences in participation when groupesjz,) is grand-mean

58



centered. |include a random effect only for phethe effect of other participation,
because variance pay; was not statistically significant in the fully wraditional model.
This model controls for both possible covariancehmintercept and slope and possible
variance in the intercept identified in a more cterpnodel that includes level-1 and
level-2 variables.
Testing the Model

In my first attempt to test the model, | group-&zat the variables other
participation and group size; , and since supenpsaaticipation was dichotomized, |
specified it as un-centered. However, when | gbteochto run the model in HLM 7.0, the
model would not converge on a solution. Therefbdéchotomized and coded other
participation as 0 to represent “less than 50%” htal represent “more than 50%.” The
practice of transforming a continuous variable iatcategorical variable has been
criticized by many methodologists for providingdgwecise estimations of an effect
(Cohen, 1983; Humphreys & Fleishman, 1974; Pete¥&a& Voorhis, 1940). However,
the dichotomization of the other participation ahbte in this study allowed for a more
stable representation of individual participatibar the continuous distribution. The
results are presented in Table 5.2.
Table 5.2.

Final Estimation of Fixed Effects (Population-avgeamodel with robust standard errors)

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard T-ratio Approx. p-value Odds Ratio  Confidence
Error d.f. Interval

For Intercept 1B,

Intercept 2yq0 0.148008 0.048968 3.023 1649 0.003 1.159522 (1.053,1.276)

Sup_Part,yo; -0.103783 0.059501 -1.744 1649 0.081 0.901421 (0.802,1.013)

Size, vo2 -0.011453 0.004253 -2.693 1649 0.007 0.988612 (0.980,0.997)
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For OP_D50 slopd; -5.593590 0.394292 -14.186 209 <0.001  0.003722 (0.002,0.008)

Intercept 210 1.017986 0.641343 1.587 209 0.114 2.767615 (0.781,9.803)
Sup_partyi; 0.190406 0.036796 5.175 209 <0.001 1.209741 (1.125,1.301)
Size, Y12

Average Log Odds of Participation

The estimate for the average log odds of partimpaioo = 0.148008p <.05)
indicates that the estimated probability of induadi participation in the learning coupon
is .54 when other participation is less than 50%emvthe group size is average, and
when the supervisor does not participate. Thenas&id log odds of participation when
group size is one standard deviation above the nse@71 and .225 when the group size
is one standard deviation below the mean.

The corresponding probabilities for individual pagation when group size is
one standard deviation above the mean is 1.07 23%dwihen group size is one standard
deviation below the mean. The difference in praiads is 0.18. The variable
supervisors’ participatiorny§; = -0.103783p > .05) was not statistically significant,
suggesting that supervisors’ participation doeshawe a significant direct effect on
individual participation in the learning coupon/8A.

Average Effects of Other Participation

The estimate for the average log odds of the efteadther participation when
other participation is 50% or more, the superviimes not participate, and with average
group size is negativg,=-5.593590p <0.001). This indicates that other participation
has a significant and direct negative effect onlitedihood of individual participation in

the learning coupon at FSA.
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The estimated log odds of participation when greigp is one standard deviation
above the mean is -6.92 and -4.26 when the gragpisione standard deviation below
the mean. The corresponding probabilities forvialial participation when group size is
one standard deviation above and below the mea®@teand .02, respectively. Again,
supervisor participation does not affect individpatticipation or its relationship to other
participation.

Group Size and Interaction Effects

The estimate of the average log odds of the eftd#ogsoup size,p2=-0.011453,
p < .05) is negative and statistically significats group size increased, the likelihood
of individual participation decreased. The modsbandicates the presence of a cross-
level interaction between other participation anolig size. Size mitigates the effect of
other participation on individual participationtime learning coupon at FSA by .190 log
odds.

Summary

In summary, | modeled the variation in individpalrticipation in the learning
coupon at FSA as a function of three variablesugrsize, other participation, and
supervisors’ participation. The development ofitiedel and selection of key variables
were informed by the literature review on the mardividual, environmental, and social
factors known to affect individual behavior. Afnverting other participation from a
continuous to a dichotomous variable, | was ableuttessfully test my hypotheses
about the effects of peer and supervisors’ paditn. | rejected fi—namely, that
other participation did not affect individual pargiation in the learning coupon at FSA.

The results indicate that other participation hagaificant negative effect on individual
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participation. As other participation increasdu likelihood of individual participation
decreased.

| also found that group size had a significant tiggaeffect on individual
participation. As the group size increased, tkelihood of individual participation
decreased. Our model demonstrated that size teitighe negative effect of other
participation on individual participation. As giosize increases from low to high, the
negative effect of other participation decreadesstly, | accepted fF—namely, that
supervisors’ participation did not have a statahcsignificant influence on individual
decisions to participate in the learning coupohe Text chapter offers our insights

concerning these findings and discusses areasifitief research.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the figdiof this study and to discuss
its implications for FSA and for professionals gueation policy and research. This
chapter is comprised of six sections. Sectionsumemarizes the findings based on the
statistical analysis of the data. Section two w&&sal learning theory to illustrate how
both personal and environmental factors can be tsegplain the findings in this study.
Section three discusses the potential of thesénfysdo affect training policy and
leadership practice at FSA. Section four expldimmsn a more generalized perspective,
the importance and implication of these findingsftaure research and education policy.
Section five assesses the study’s limitations.ti@esix concludes the chapter with
suggestions for further research.
Findings

The first finding was that other (i.e., peer) papation had a negative effect on
individual participation. In other words, as pearticipation increased, the likelihood of
individual participation decreased. The secondifig was that supervisors’
participation in the learning coupon had no sigaifit effect on individual participatory
behavior. The last finding showed that group siffects individual participation in the
learning coupon. In general, the larger the gimp, the less likely individuals were to
participate in the learning coupon. A secondanylifig related to group size revealed an
interaction effect between group size and peeiqgaation. Group size moderated the
negative peer effect on individual participatioristhat the magnitude of the negative
peer effect decreased as the group size incregsedestandard deviation. Explanations

for the first two findings are offered in the faing section. As group size is a function
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of the work environment, its effect on individuarpcipation, along with peer and
supervisor relationships, is discussed in the sean social environment and
organizational context.

Explanation of Findings

The main hypothesis for this study was that other, (peer) participation would
positively affect individual participation. Thesudts of this study revealed that peer
participation negatively affected individual paipation, and that supervisors’
participation did not significantly affect individuparticipation. To explain these
findings, | referred back to social learning thedhe theoretical framework upon which
this study was based. Social learning theory paisét individual behavior can be
learned through the processes of observation anttlng. These processes have also
been referred to as observational learning, viaarlearning, and social learning. Two
sets of factors—personal and environmental—are tes&dther explain how individual
behavior can be learned vicariously or by obseraihngrs.

Where previous theories of human behavior favorgeenvironmental or
internal determinants of behavior, Bandura’s (1%6€jal learning theory conceptualized
psychological functioning as the continuous reapfonteraction between behavior,
cognitive, and environmental influences. Withirstilamework, social learning was
comprised of several discrete cognitive processepdrceiving, evaluating, and
regulating behavior. For the purposes of thissttlie cognitive processes will be
referred to as personal factors and include outcexpectations, self-efficacy, goal
setting, and self-regulation. Likewise, the enwireental factors will be referred to as

contextual factors or influences.
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In the following subsections, | explain how thesaaepts within the social
learning theory can be applied to gain insights the findings from this study. First, |
provide an example of how modeling and observati@a@aning might occur within
FSA. Then | demonstrate how Bandura’s (1977) tmgnitive processes can render an
individual capable or incapable of managing hib@rown learning behavior. This part
of the discussion explains how differences in thed&idual cognitive processes can
result in the inverse relationship between peeriadididual participation. Next, | factor
in additional research to explain why supervisperticipation did not significantly
affect individual participation. Value congruityerceived trustworthiness, and perceived
organizational support all contribute to understagdhe absence of a significant
supervisor effect. Finally, the last subsectiothia explanation of the findings discusses
environmental factors, including group size, frageeof communication, peer relations,
and supervisor relations.

Observation Learning, Imitation, and Modeling

Research shows that a change in behavior of ors@pean be the result of
observing the behavior of another person and thdtireg consequences of that behavior.
Bandura (1977) attributed such behavior changepitemomenon called modeling. This
phenomenon is also called observation learningation, vicarious learning, and social
learning. What is “observed” is the behavior & thodel, the consequences of this
behavior, and verbal cues and instructions of tbdeh Research has also indicated that
employees are likely to imitate the actions of thado are aligned with and represent

their own values and beliefs (Mechanic, 1962). &@ample, an employee who measures
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optimal performance as the ability to perform & tesnsistently under many different
circumstances might expect others to perform upeo standard of work excellence.
Similarly, a logical explanation for the resultslicating that individual participation is
negatively affected by peer participation couldlieg the peer group’s values, beliefs,
and practices were incongruent with mainstreamasocirms for a given workgroup.
For example, a new employee who spends most dinméswith peers who think little
about employee engagement, speak negatively wsthudt about management, and
whose work ethic is perhaps in need of improvenagihtikely follow the behavior of
his peers. The new employee might not only le#titudes and behavior that alienate
him from the mainstream social norm, but might &son to regard such behavior as
acceptable and learn ways to undermine workplaiétaes not aligned with his and his
peers’ beliefs and values. This is even moreYikgien there are no observed negative
consequences. As these examples illustrate, aigamor social learning can be a
powerful and influential psychological phenomenieithe workplace. The concept of
outcome expectation will be discussed in the foifgnsection.
Outcome Expectation

A key cognitive aspect of the observation or modgprocess is the observer’'s
evaluation of consequences that might result fieenodeled behavior. These
subjective perceptions are formed through pastrexpees and learned vicariously
through the observation of others. An individugi&rception about the consequences
that will follow as a result of imitating the behawof the model is what Bandura (1977)
refers to as perceived outcome expectation. Thisidas employees make about what

actions to take and which behaviors to supprefisenvorkplace are influenced by
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perceived outcome expectations. Thus, employéerdifces in the perceived outcome
expectation of participation in the learning coupdier a plausible explanation for the
divergence in peer and individual participation.

The following scenario can better demonstrate hermegived outcome
expectation might affect an individual’s decisiorparticipate in the learning coupon.
Susan, an employee at FSA, has a subscriptiogéeernment technology journal and is
very excited about the opportunity to enroll inlgptoming course. Members of Susan’s
group typically value training and seize the oppoity to participate when training is
offered. However, Susan has observed that orfeeatdnsequences of participation in
training is that some group members fall behintheir work assignments and miss
deadlines. Susan has witnessed how the work opdegs’ desks accumulates while
they are away participating in training. Susandilae observed her peers staying late in
the evening and has overheard conversations almuing on the weekends to catch up
on work that had been delayed due to previousqygation in training. After seeing and
hearing this, Susan decided not to participatéenupcoming training because she has
small children at home and cannot afford to workdmel normal working hours.

Presumably, Susan has calculated the costs anflitberigoarticipation and does
not perceive the benefits of participation outweigithe costs. In other words, the
perceived expected outcome was not positive ongtemough to compel Susan to
participate in training. It is also possible tRatsan’s self-efficacy (the next concept to be
discussed in Bandura’s (1977) theory of socialieay) might have been a contributing

factor that influenced her decision not to parttein the training.
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Self-efficacy

Another important concept in the social learninggasss is self-efficacy. Self-
efficacy is defined as the extent to which an erygdobelieves that he or she can attain a
goal. Inthe previous scenario, Susan might nee lteelieved in her ability to maintain
her family responsibilities and remain current @r tvorkload while participating in
workplace training. If this were true, the decamsimt to participate might have been a
reflection of low self-efficacy. Had Susan chosenroll in the training, we could
theorize that her self-efficacy and motivation weufficiently adequate regarding her
ability to both participate in training and findrerkable solution to the workload issue.
Closely related to the concept of self-efficacyleciding whether to participate in
training is the concept of goal-setting. We witMnexamine goal-setting in the social
learning/modeling process.
Goal Setting

Goal setting is intricately entwined with outcomgectation and self-efficacy.
Goals are a function of the outcomes an emploype®s to experience as a result of
engaging in a particular behavior. In other wogtsls represent the mental picture of
anticipated, desired, or preferred outcomes (Bamdif77). If we take another look at
Susan’s case, another logical conclusion mighhbethad she established clear goals to
support and reinforce the desired expected outcershe might have strengthened her
self-efficacy, which in turn might have resultedaimore positive perception of self.
Thus, a more positive view of her ability to man#iye obstacles she faced might have
led to a decision to participate rather than notigpate in training. Bandura (1977)

argued that the employee’s ability to integrate srashage all of the cognitive concepts
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discussed herein is critical in the behavioral niodeporocess. He referred to this ability
as self-regulation, the next concept discussed.
Self-regulation

Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory includd&megulation as a third key
concept of the modeling process in social learnifglf-regulation involves three
cognitive sub-processes: self-observation (examonatf one’s own thoughts and
emotions), self-judgment (the process through whitindividual evaluates whether his
or her actions enable him or her to make prog@sard his or her goals), and self-
reaction (the reaction an individual has to hik@revaluation of his or her behavior).
Together, these processes constitute self-regolalefined as the employee’s ability to
manage and control his or her learning behavioan{Bra, 1977). Unless students have
goals and feel efficacious about reaching theny, thight not be capable of activating
the personal cognitive processes needed for sglftaBon. Arguably, Susan’s lack of
clear goals and perhaps her low sense of selfaefficnight have hindered her ability to
perform self-regulatory processes. In other wotttlsse personal limitations might have
prevented Susan from engaging in self-reflectiogaging in self-evaluation, and
subsequently reacting to this cognitive procesh tie anticipated proactive self-directed
learning behavior. If participation is the nornF&A, then perhaps individual
differences in outcome expectation, self-efficaggal setting, and self-regulation can
explain why some employees deviate from this norm.

Thus far, Bandura’s (1977) concept of self-regolagmbedded in social learning
theory has been used to explain differences in geeindividual participation.

However, to explain why supervisors’ participataid not have a significant effect on
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individual participation, some discussion must heig to potential factors that fall
outside of Bandura’s (1977) cognitive frameworlsotial learning. For example, an
employee’s awareness of his or her supervisor'sgyaation in the learning coupon is an
obvious factor to be considered in explaining wbethe supervisor has an effect on the
individual’'s participation. It is unlikely that evy supervisor of a peer group in this study
announced his or her intention to participate enaty participated in the learning
coupon initiative. Even if employees were awarsahe of their supervisors’
participation, this awareness might or might notehbeen statistically significant to
affect individual participation. In addition, soreepervisors might believe that training
takes the employees away from their desk and awoay the work that has to be
performed. Hence, employees might not perceiversigors to be that supportive of
employee career development in the first place.

Trustworthiness also affects an employee’s peroemf model worthy behavior.
Trust is mutually established through significarteractions and acts as the foundation
for building support and positive exchanges inghgloyee—supervisor relationship
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975, as cited in G&mRazen, 2001, p. 54). Research
findings indicate that supervisors’ trust and ieflige have a positive relation with
participation, job performance, and satisfactioori§ Vaught, & Pettit Jr., 2003).
Finally, researchers agree that supervisors whataiaihigh levels of positive
interaction and support for their subordinates ®llo increase perceived occupational
support, which acts as a reward for employee féht of occupational obligations, and
the psychological contract (Rhoades & Eisenbe2@02). Perceived organizational

support is defined as the extent to which an engddyelieves that his or her company
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cares about him or her and appreciates his ordrgributions to the company
(Eisenberger et al., 1986).

In sum, employees’ awareness of supervisor padticp in ongoing learning
activities, trustworthiness, and perceived occupeti support has positive correlations
with employee patrticipation. Perceived imbalanoesny of these factors could explain
why supervisors’ participation did not significgnéffect individual participation. Next,
| discuss the contextual factors (group size, feeqy of communication, and social
relationships with peers and supervisors in thekveorvironment) and their effect on
participatory behavior at FSA.

Social Environment and Organizational Context: Grolp size

Group size had two distinct effects on individuattgcipation in this study: a
main effect and an interaction effect. First, greize had a direct negative effect on
individual participation, such that the likelihootlindividual participation decreased as
group size increased. This finding is consisteith wrevious studies on the effects of
group size and group performance (Hart, Karau,séta& Kerr, 2004; Karau, &
Williams, 1993; Ohlert & Kleinert, 2013). The findjs also indicate an interaction effect
between other participation and group size. Giap mitigates the negative effect of
other participation on individual participationtime learning coupon such that the
likelihood of individual participation actually ineased slightly as the size of the group
increased by one standard deviation. This is stersi with previous research that
showed that small groups tend to be more effectivacilitating individual participation

because of the high visibility of other group memnsbactions (Olson, 1965).
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Frequency of Communication

There is also reason to think that smaller gromp promotes more effective
group communication. For example, research hasrstivat smaller groups are more
committed to internal information exchange thagéargroups because face-to-face
interaction is more prominent (Cruz, Boster, & Rgdez, 1997). The effective
exchange of social information through frequent camication not only enables group
members to develop a shared cognitive model abeutxpectations of training
participation, but also helps them cultivate a abenvironment of openness and trust
(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). In contrast, membétarger groups tend to have less
motivation and make less effort to coordinate amuimunicate with one another about
the work concerns (e.g., Cruz et al., 1997). Tieeipe effect of group size can be
considered as the interplay of concurrent changesdial interaction and exchange of
resources in groups (Brandon & Hollingshead, 2004)us, frequency of
communication can be a reflection of group size.
Peer Relationships

Interpersonal relationships are important in thelknmntext because they can
serve as a frame of reference for individuals vélg them to gain information and make
sense of their experiences (Lawrence, 2006). lUistihte more clearly peer relationships
and likely impact, several hypothetical yet typiseénarios are presented to depict the
thought process and behavior of a reasonable eeploythe workplace. In this section,
| resort back to the example of Susan, a fictitiB8& employee who wants to participate
in a training opportunity but is fearful of the s@guences. In the original scenario,

Susan observed piles of work accumulating on tis&slef her colleagues who had
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participated in training during the work week. @thgh the modeling process, Susan
used her peer group as a frame of reference fona&tstg the potential consequence of
participating in behavior that she interpreted samworking on Saturday to get the
unfinished work completed. Based on Susan’s olsiervof mounting work piles and
the knowledge that some of her colleagues weredspgtime on Saturdays catching up
on missed work, Susan assumed that the employdws imork group were
extraordinarily hard working and self-motivatedui€lly, Susan wondered if she was
really a good fit for that group.

Susan discussed her desire to pursue furtherrigaimith her husband Paul. Paul
and Susan agreed that she should follow her paasidparticipate in the training
opportunity. As such, Susan made plans to makerupe time spent in training by
working an additional two hours for the next couplé&aturdays. As Susan began to
work on Saturdays, she learned that two of heeaglles were using their time on
Saturday to see each other, not necessarily th agton work. Now, instead of Susan
seeing her colleagues as extraordinarily self-nabéie, she perceives them to be sneaky
and slightly untrustworthy. Susan’s discomfortwgspand she eventually decides to
limit her conversation and interactions with otgesup members. Research indicates
that employees interpret information and work gitwres and interact with others based
upon those perceptions and interpretations (F&8@4). However, in Susan’s case, the
problem is that her perception and interpretatibimf@rmation and work situations were
inaccurate. Depending upon the strength and nafusesan’s relationship with her
peers, she could have used her relationship toiskdeer concerns and gain more

information to clarify the accuracy of her perceps, interpretations, and conclusions
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drawn about her colleagues. Therefore, this examalgb illustrates that frequent and
open communication in the workplace can help bigldtionships, trust, and respect for
others in the work group.
Supervisor Relationships

Although the findings clearly indicated that supgors’ participatory behavior
did not have a significant effect on individual fi@pation, the scenario in this section
emphasizes how the social context could affecviddal perception and participation in
the learning coupon. Consider the following scen#sina, Dave, and Kim are all
employees in the same business unit at FSA. Giaa f'early bird” and typically arrives
to work at 8 am. Gina and a few other “early Birgisther informally near the coffeepot
each morning to discuss office politics. HoweYer the past week Gina has missed the
updates at these informal gatherings, which induale announcement regarding the
window of opportunity to participate in the leargiooupon. Dave, the supervisor who
informally coordinates these gatherings, decidagtiate Gina during the lunch break.
Around noon, Dave spots Gina in the hallway witmiKanother member of the business
unit. However, Kim is not an “early bird.” In thallway, Dave singles out Gina to
remind her about the opportunity to participatéhi@ learning coupon. Quietly, Kim is
left wondering whether Dave saw her standing inhiévay with Kim. Later, Gina asks
Kim how she plans to use her learning coupon. il feeling offended by Dave’s
behavior, tries to conceal her hurt from Gina, dlese friend and colleague. Kim
explains to Gina that she does not think partiagmein the learning coupon would be

worth her time this year.
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Dave might not have intended to make Kim feel Akeoutsider, but his
association with Gina and the morning coffeepotsbkaggested to Kim that he
perceived Gina as more a part of his group than. Klimis scenario illustrates how
supervisor behavior and Dave’s perception of wadugs can lead to an insider—outsider
dynamic within an organization. To eliminate sutsider—outsider effect, FSA leaders
should encourage supervisors to make a conscitars &f send clear messages
concerning the importance of further training afidcate resources and information
evenly across the work group so that employeewallanformed of the opportunities
available to them. In the next section, | expliwe implications these findings for
training policy and leadership style at FSA.

Implications for FSA

Research indicates that most employees generaifly twaxhibit behavior that is
acceptable in the workplace, perform their resgohises, and do the right thing (Mayer,
Kuenzi, & Greenbaum, 2010). Leaders help emplogeesis by enacting practices,
policies, and procedures that help facilitate tispldy of normative behavior (Mayer et
al., 2010). Once these practices are communi@atdenacted, leaders must model
behavior that is consistent with these practiCEsese practices and principles should
reflect their beliefs that training and developmara highly esteemed and honorable
within the organization and contribute to desiretcomes for the department. Such
practices should dispel inaccurate perceptionsuadésirable stigma associated with
training participation—most notably that trainirsgremedial and that the employee lacks
the very knowledge and skills that he or she waeeted to have already mastered.

Therefore, the first implication of this researstthat FSA’s leaders should communicate
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to employees—through their own direct participatioprofessional development
activities—that they not only support, but alsouneakmployee development and are
ready to reinforce the agency’s core values. €arsentail revisiting the vision and
values of the department to strengthen and claefiefs about continuing education for
every employee. Furthermore, FSA should adopt gemant and leadership practices
to link the successful acquisition of new skillslamproved competence to training
participation and ultimately to the achievemenbwofcomes for the organization.

A second implication of these findings is that pgierups are an authentic source
of leadership that must be recognized by FSA. Ka#8ers should tap this source in
ways that promote a more even distribution of powResearch indicates that well-
educated peers tend to have a superior knowledgé &laining opportunities and
demonstrate a greater ability to build strategy sills for upcoming tasks (Baron, 2011;
Noe & Wilk, 1993). The literature on participationemployer-sponsored training also
reveals that higher-educated colleagues have hagl experiences in mastering learning
tasks than their less-educated colleagues and ahogher level of confidence than their
less-educated colleagues (Baron, 2011). Resekmwlslaows that low-skilled employees
can reach the same level of confidence if theygyeecmore support from peers and
supervisors (Baron, 2011). Thus, the behavior &'E&aders should aim to reconcile
rather than exploit these differences. This suiggbst managers should formulate a
more strategic approach to restructuring the wookig to reconcile differences in self-

confidence that stem from differences between dadrclevels of those in the work

group.
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In addition, research indicates that employeesdéiek the necessary
information to make rational decisions about tragnibecause of the complexity of the
training system (Miller, 2011). This complexityepents the employee from grasping all
the relevant information and evaluating the cost laenefits of the training. In such
cases, peers serve as an important source of iataimabout the payoffs of training
participation by “simplifying the subjective calation of the utility of the training
opportunity” (Baron, 2011, p. 65). Therefore, tlmplication of this research is that
peers can act as a positive frame of referencedoision making regarding training and
maintaining employability. One final implicatior this study is that supervisors should
model behaviors that are aligned with the agenegises and culture related to
participation in training and continuous learnifgext, | discuss the implications for
education policy and research.

Implications for Education Policy and Research

FSA'’s learning coupon represents an educationabrdyppity to acquire new skills
and become successful in the workplace. Althougties have provided insights into
the conditions that lead to educational succesdailule, there is less research regarding
the conditions that foster educational opportu(@gleman, 1975). By opportunity, |
mean insights into the set of circumstances @gantext) that make it possible for one to
participate in further training. For example, adividual's exposure and experiences
with education including the quality of their teack, the rigor of the curricula they
study, their teachers’ expectations, and theirmtaresocioeconomic status and
involvement in their education are all contextwadtbrs that can shape an individual's

perception of a learning opportunity (Baron, 201Iherefore, educators should conduct
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research and make policy with the understandingléaaning opportunities are
perceived and defined by social constructs. Todsas learning framework will allow
researchers and policy makers to view the choigatbcipate in education as one
mediated by an individual's perceived self-efficanyd contextual factors that determine
how favorable the environmental is for promotingticgpation (Argyris, 1977). Next, |
discuss the study’s limitations.
Limitations

One of the limitations of this study is the concggbization of the peer effect. In
this study, a peer was defined as an employee hWa@s the same supervisor. However,
there might be other ways in which co-workers f@geer groups. For example, a peer
group might also be formed on the basis of any rermbcriteria, including age, race,
seniority in the agency, gender, and level of etlana Employees might seek out
similar peers based on any of these criteria. Tigspeer construct is limited and
prohibits the exploration of how self-identificatiovith others might also influence
individual participation in the learning couponR8A. Another limitation of this study is
that evidence did not exist to indicate whethergber affiliations were strong and fixed
or whether they were weak and loose. Knowing ¢ingth of time and frequency of
interaction with peers might have been useful idarstanding the impact of these factors
on individual participation in the learning coupanFSA.

Another limitation is with the data. The origirddtabase contained 16,000
records on employee participation. However, the daere often incomplete, with
limited information about the participants. Foample, information about sex, age,

grade level, level of education, and type of leagractivity was incomplete or
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unavailable from 2007 to 2008, suggesting that R8éght have had an inadequate
system for managing and reporting the data ongyaation. The inadequacies of FSA’s
data-collection process were further evidencethénfact that the type of data that FSA
collected each year changed over time, which miadgpossible to identify significant
trends in the data. Furthermore, opportunitigsaiticipate in the learning coupon might
have occurred more than once a year, but recodisaite that data were collected once
during the 2007-2008 fiscal year. There might helge been differences in the
accuracy of the data across business units, makii§cult to obtain stable reliable
estimates of individual participation.

Future Research

Additional research on the learning coupon at FSghinnvolve examining the
effects of a host of demographic variables on pi@dtion, including age, position tenure,
gender, job classification, education level, anafork region. In previous research
studies on workplace learning, these variables bae& shown to correlate with
motivational patterns and/or participation levésghier & Collins, 1983; Darkenwald &
Valentine, 1985; Facteau, Dobbines, Russell, L&ddudisch, 1995; Noe & Wilk,
1993). The remainder of this section will addriéese demographic variables.

In one research study, it was hypothesized thatamitlate career workers have
less need to be involved in training and develogmaetivities because they have been
seen as having mastered their trade (Maurer G03). This, in turn, has been
hypothesized to have a negative effect on the stuppovided to older workers (Maurer,

2001). Thus age (much like education level, asudised previously) could affect a
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manager’s perceptions of an older employee’s mtimand ability to learn and thus
limit opportunities and support (Colquitt et alo(D).

Related to workers’ age is their position tenareneasure of the time spent in the
current and similar previously held positions. &esh indicates that position tenure
might be correlated with age, but might also havéendependent influence on
participation resulting from the decreasing needdarning as one gains experience
within a position (Kremer, 2005). Findings by tee@ssearchers beg further research at
FSA to determine whether correlations exist amagey position, tenure, and training
participation levels. Gender differences in wodqa learning have also been explored.
Differences in participation are attributed to thierent career paths or the “glass
ceiling” effect—perceived limitations that are digjuished from formal barriers to
advancement, such as education or experience eegemts (Mathieu & Martineau,

1997; Noe, Wilk, Mullen, & Wanek, 1997; Thareno002). Research at FSA on gender
participation could uncover differences in levei®manizational support by gender as
well as differences in perceived professional adearent options for males and females.
The last demographic variable to consider exploisnghysical location. Conceivably,
physical location could affect proximity to learginesources and the level of influence
local peers and management might have on anoth@ogee. Research indicates that
the greatest differences in participation in wodgal learning are likely to be between an
organization’s headquarters or main location, renhatations, and possibly smaller
locations (Clark et al., 1993). Conducting reskdcoctest Clark et al.’s findings could

add further insights into training participationR8A.
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A separate line of research should explore thengxdewhich past experiences
with FSA’s training initiatives affect current peqions of and participation in training
initiatives. In previous years, employees and supers in particular have complained
of poor instructional quality, less than rigoroantent, and poor administration of
training activities. Research shows that prevexjseriences with learning initiatives can
shape an individual’'s current expectation of leagropportunities (Tharenou, 2001).
Another opportunity for FSA is to validate the effef union membership on individual
participation given the fact that existing reseasufgests that union membership has a
positive effect on workers’ participation in eduoatand training activities (Livingstone
& Raykov, 2005).

The final area of research worth studying is howgoaffects individual
perception and motivation to participate in themgag coupon. Research shows that
power resides among peer groups and influencesplamd behavior. Power has also
been associated with perceived efficacy and has ste@wn to lead to positive or
negative consequences (Kipnis, 1972; Ng, 1980js fEsearch related to power should
stimulate discussion that leads FSA'’s leadersletter understanding of how power is
organized within relationships and group conteXmally, the true intention of the
learning coupon initiative was to promote more-sialécted learning at FSA. Therefore,
future investigations should seek to identify tieesonal and contextual factors that foster
self-directed learning behavior.

Summary and Conclusion
To begin, as a direct result of the 50% levelatigipation in the learning

coupon at FSA, this quantitative correlational gtadked whether peer and supervisors’
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participation influenced individual participatioifhe theoretical framework and
literature on social learning theory implied—as did hypotheses—that the correlation
among peer, supervisors’, and individual partiagratvould be positive. However,
surprisingly, peer participation and individual figpation were inversely correlated. In
this chapter, | revisited four concepts from sot@akning theory: outcome expectation,
perceived self-efficacy, goal setting, and selfatagon. | discussed how these concepts
relate to each other and work collectively to iefige individual behavior.

The examples | provided illustrate that an empl&s/perceived outcome—a
benefit or a consequence—of training could affeetdecision to participate in training.
This relates back to the discussion of expectantlge literature review, where
individual action depended upon the expected valuke training. However, | also
explained that researchers are less certain tasficilnal decisions to participate in
further training are calculated by cost—benefitigsia and suggest that social and
political relationships are as important in deaismaking (Milliken, Morrison, &

Hewlin, 2003). My examples demonstrate that sii¢acy, an antecedent of motivation,
could be influenced by relationships with peers sumgkervisors, particularly when there
is uncertainty or when the decision making is uallgicomplex. Research showed that
peers are an important source of information fdniiduals to learn about the potential
payoffs of participation in training (Baron, 2011).

Related to outcome expectation was goal settitgsearch suggests that
employees with high learning goals have high leeélserceived behavior control over
training outcomes (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Thirese employees are more motivated

to participate in training (Baron, 2011). The latBandura’s (1977) social learning
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concepts is self-regulation—namely, the abilityaafindividual to manage and control
his or her own learning behaviors. Research tes that individual employees are less
inclined to activate the cognitive processes ftfrrggulation if they have low self-
efficacy and unclear goals (Bandura, 1977). Ouierpectation, perceived self-
efficacy, goal setting, and self-regulation carnballconsidered factors unique to each
person. Individual differences in any of theseritige processes could explain the
inverse relationship between peer and individudig@pation. | also explained that
employee awareness, value congruity, perceptiotrsistivorthiness, and perceived
occupational support have positive correlationfwihployee participation. Employees
might have failed to imitate the supervisor’'s babadue to perceived imbalances in any
of these factors.

This chapter also discussed the role of contexaeabrs, including group size,
frequency of communication, and interpersonal r@teships with peers and supervisors,
in shaping individuals’ participatory behavior &A. | gave several examples of how
context and perception can also influence individhedavior. In one example, |
explained how perceptions and interpretations akvwduations can affect an
individual's self-efficacy and motivation to patpate in training. In another example, |
illustrated how an employee’s perception of himherself and others could be prone to
error and bias. Tendencies to self-enhance odselbt can permeate an individual's
perception of his or her ability to succeed inrtnag. Overall, | argued that interpersonal
relationships could serve as a frame of refereacalfowing individuals to make sense

of their experiences. Therefore, the norms aneéetgbons that individuals hold for
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themselves and for others are important to consuthen understanding the choice to
participate in further training.

The implications for FSA and for education polieydaesearch are (1) to
recognize peers as an authentic form of organizalieadership; (2) to train supervisors
how to foster a positive training climate by semgpdatear messages about the value of
further training; and (3) to encourage educatiolicg@nd research specialists to view
educational opportunity from the perspective ofi@dearning, as this gives them more
authority in developing incentives to improve inmdoates in socioeconomic status,
experience with education, and exposure to queddaghers. The limitations of the study
include (1) the narrow definition of peer group g&§ithe incomplete and limited data.
Finally, this chapter suggested that further redeaxamine participation trends across
demographic variables, such as age, position tegereler, job classification, education
level, and/or work region. Previous studies onkptace learning have demonstrated
strong correlations between these demographichMagand participation. The same
might be true for FSA. Other areas of suggestseareh include (1) the extent to which
past experiences with FSA'’s training initiativefeat current perception of and
participation in training initiatives; (2) the effieof union membership on individual
participation; and (3) how power affects individparception and motivation to
participate in the learning coupon.

In conclusion, the findings of this dissertatiorseamany questions about how
context shapes individual decision making and gigdtion in further training. The
research demonstrates the need for more empinirece to validate how the

perception of self-efficacy and motivation to pagate in training can be affected by
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peers and supervisors. Finally, this study adwscatewing educational opportunity and
choice not simply as a function of individual prefieces, but as a function of
environmental favorability. Overall, this studyresents another step forward by adding
significant detail to the literature to illustratew personal, contextual, and social
environments influence participation in workplackieation and professional

development.
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Appendix A

Descriptive Statistics Table

86



Level — 1 Descriptive Statistics

Variable Name

Participation
Other PA

N Mean SD Minimum  Maximum

1864 0.49 .50 0.00 1.00

Level — 2 Descriptive Statistics

Variable Name

Sup_PART

N Mean SD Minimum Maximum

212 0.36 A48 0.00 1.00
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Appendix B

Unconditional Model HLM Results
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Program Enpty nodel . t xt

AuéPorﬁ

Publ i sher HLM 6 Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear Modeling
St ephen  Raudenbush, Tony Bryk, & Richard Cbngdon
Scientific software | nternational, Inc. (c)200
techsupport @si central . com

_________________________________ waw ssicentral.com

Modul e: HLM2. EXE (6. 00. 24266. 1)

Dat e: 17 JuI 2012, Tuesday

Ti me: 32

SPECI FI CATI ONS FOR THI'S NONLI NEAR HLM2 RUN

Problem Title: no title

The data source for this run = Training. nim
The command file for this run = whintenp.hlm
out put file name

[

= C.\ Docunents and
Set ti ngs\ Denni s Kivlighan\Desktop\Jill
Robi nson\ hl n2. t xt

The maxi mum nunber of |evel -1 units = 1864
The maxi mum nunber of |evel -2 units =212
The maxi mum nunber of mcro iterations = 14
Met hod of estimation: restricted PCL

Maxi mum number of macro iterations = 100

Distribution at Level-1: Bernoull

Wei ghting Specification

wei ght
_ . variabl e
Vi ghting?  Nane Nor mal i zed?
Level 1 no
Level 2 no
Preci sion no

The outcone variable is PARTICIP
The nodel specified for the fixed effects was:

Level - I Level -2
coefficients Predictors_
| NTRCPTI, 80 I NTRCPT2, GOO

The nodel specified for the covariance conponents was

Tau di mensi ons
| NTRCPT

Summary of the nodel specified (inequation format)

Level -1 Mbde
Prob(Y=I/B) =
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Enmpty nodel .t xt

log[P/(1-P)] = 80 Hd
Level -2 Model
80 = GO0 + UO
variance = 1/[P(1-P)]
RESULTS FOR NON- LI NEAR MODEL W TH THE LOGI T LI NK FUNCTI ON: Unit-Specific M
(macroiteration 977)
Tau
| NTRCPT1, 80 0.00013

Level - |

Tau(as correlations) | NTRCPT1,80 1.000

‘Random level-1 Coefficient Reliability estimate
| NTRCPT1, 80 0. 000
The val ue of the likelihood function at iteration 2 = -2.646164E+003
The outcone variable is PARTICIP
Fi nal

Final estimation of fixed effects: (Unit-specific nodel)

Fi xed Effect Coefficient Standard Error
| NTRCPT1, 80

T-ratio Approx. d.f. P-value
| NTRCPT2, GOO -0. 040776 0.046345 -0. 880 211 0. 380
, o odds confi dence
Fi xed Effect Coefficient Ratio I nt erval
For INTRCPTI, 80
| NTRCPT2, GOO -0. 040776 0. 960044 (0.876, 1. 052)
The out conme variable is PARTIC P
Final estimation of fixed effects
(Unit-specific nmodel with robust standard errors)
St andard Appr ox.
Fi xed Ef f ect Coefficient Error T-ratio d.f. P-val ue
For | INTRCPTI, 80 T
| NTRCPT2, GOO -0. 040776 0.011579 -3.522 211 0. 001
e T Tads Confidence
Fi xed Effect Coefficient Ratio | nt erval
For | NTRCPTI, 80
| NTRCPT2, GOO
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Enpt y nodel . t xt
Fi nal esti mati onof vari ance conponents:

RandonEf f ect St andard vari ance df Chi-squar e P-val ue
Devi ation Conponent
| NTRCPTL, uo 0.01151 000013514 1154311  >.500
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Appendix C

Conditional Model HLM results
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Program: HLM 7 Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear déting
Authors: Stephen Raudenbush, Tony Bryk, & Richandgtion
Publisher: Scientific Software International, 1) 2010

techsupport@ssicentral.com
www.ssicentral.cor

Module: HLM2S.EXE (7.00.21103.1002)
Date: 27 February 2013, Wednesday
Time: 9:21:54

Specifications for this Bernoulli HLM2 run
Problem Title: no title

The data source for this run = C:\Documents antirgstDennis Kivlighan\Desktop\Jill
Robinson\New analyses\Training_new.mdm

The command file for this run =
C:\DOCUME~1\DENNIS~1\LOCALS~1\Temp\whimtemp.hlm

Output file name = C:\Documents and Settings\DeKniBghan\Desktop\Jill
Robinson\New analyses\him2.html

The maximum number of level-1 units = 1864

The maximum number of level-2 units = 212

The maximum number of micro iterations = 14

Method of estimation: restricted PQL
Maximum number of macro iterations = 100

Distribution at Level-1: Bernoulli

The outcome variable is PARTICIP
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Summary of the model specified
Level-1 Model
ProbPARTICIR=1J3) = ¢;
log[¢/(1 - )] =;
n; =By + By*(OP_D5Q)
Level-2 Model

Poi = yoo + 70" (SUP_PAR]) + 0,"(SIZE)
B = y10 + yu*(SUP_PAR] +y:2*(SIZE) +

OP_D50 has been centered around the grand mean.
SIZE has been centered around the grand mean.
Level-1 variance = 14;(1-¢;)]
Mixed Model
nij = Yoo + ym*SUP_PAR,T+ 702*S|ZE}
+9,0°OP_D5Q + y,;* SUP_PARFOP_D5(Q + y,,* SIZE*OP_D5Q
+u,*OP_D5Q

The value of the log-likelihood function at ite@till = -8.214201E+002

Results for Non-linear Model with the Logit Link Function
Unit-Specific Model, PQL Estimation - (macro iteraion 14)

T
OP_D504, 20.32350

Random level-1 coefficient Reliability estimate

OP_D508, 0.376

The value of the log-likelihood function at ite@ti2 = -2.092512E+003
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Final estimation of fixed effects: (Unit-specific nodel)

Standard

Approx.

Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio df p-value
For INTRCPT15,
INTRCPT2,y4 0.341200 0.332689 1.026 1649 0.305
SUP_PARTy,; -0.175872 0.433865 -0.405 1649 0.685
SIZE,yy, -0.021088 0.026564 -0.794 1649 0.427
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,, -8.229364 0.772540 -10.652 209 <0.001
SUP_PARTYyy; 1.317141 1.054882 1.249 209 0.213
SIZE,y1, 0.209011 0.060501 3.455 209 <0.001
: . Odds Confidence
Fixed Effect Coefficient Ratio Interval
For INTRCPT15,
INTRCPT2 0 0.341200 1.406635 (0.732,2.702)
SUP_PARTy,, -0.175872 0.838725 (0.358,1.965)
SIZE,yy, -0.021088 0.979132 (0.929,1.032)
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2 1 -8.229364 0.000267 (0.000,0.001)
SUP_PARTYy,, 1.317141 3.732735 (0.466,29.885)
SIZE 1, 0.209011 1.232459 (1.094,1.389)
Final estimation of fixed effects
(Unit-specific model with robust standard errors)
. . Standard . Approx.
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio df p-value
For INTRCPT15,
INTRCPT2,yq 0.341200 0.243701 1.400 1649 0.162
SUP_PARTy,; -0.175872 0.311697 -0.564 1649 0.573
SIZE,yy, -0.021088 0.018363 -1.148 1649 0.251
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,, -8.229364 0.711624 -11.564 209 <0.001
SUP_PARTYy,, 1.317141 1.029935 1.279 209 0.202
SIZE,y., 0.209011 0.052994 3.944 209 <0.001
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Odds

Fixed Effect Coefficient )
Ratio

Confidence

Interval

For INTRCPT14,
INTRCPT2,y00 0.341200 1.406635

SUP_PARTy,; -0.175872 0.838725

SIZE,yo, -0.021088 0.979132
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,,  -8.229364 0.000267

SIZE,y: 0.209011 1.232459

(0.872,2.269)
(0.455,1.546)
(0.944,1.015)

(0.000,0.001)
SUP_PARTyy  1.317141 3.732735 (0.490,28.451)
(1.110,1.368)

Final estimation of variance components

Random Effect otandard ~ Variance
Deviation Component

p-value

OP_D50u, 4.50816 20.32350 209 1098.97662 <0.001

Results for Population-Average Model

The value of the log-likelihood function at ite@ti2 = -2.389159E+003

Final estimation of fixed effects: (Population-aveaige model)

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard t-ratio Approx. p-value
error d.f.

For INTRCPT15,
INTRCPT2,yq 0.148008 0.127727 1.159 1649 0.247
SUP_PARTy,; -0.103783 0.173063 -0.600 1649 0.549
SIZE, yy, -0.011453 0.011607 -0.987 1649 0.324

For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,,  -5.593590 0.491128 -11.389 209 <0.001
SUP_PARTYyy; 1.017986 0.778896 1.307 209 0.193
SIZE,y,, 0.190406 0.049180 3.872 209 <0.001
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Odds Confidence

Fixed Effect Coefficient )
Ratio Interval

For INTRCPT14,
INTRCPT2,y00 0.148008 1.159522 (0.902,1.490)

SUP_PARTy,, -0.103783 0.901421 (0.642,1.266)

SIZE,yo, -0.011453 0.988612 (0.966,1.011)
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,,  -5.593590 0.003722 (0.001,0.010)

SUP_PARTYy;; 1.017986 2.767615 (0.596,12.858)
SIZE,y: 0.190406 1.209741 (1.098,1.333)

Final estimation of fixed effects
(Population-average model with robust standard erres)

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard t-ratio Approx. p-value
error d.f.

For INTRCPT14,
INTRCPT2 4 0.148008 0.048968 3.023 1649 0.003
SUP_PARTYy,, -0.103783 0.059501 -1.744 1649 0.081
SIZE,yo; -0.011453 0.004253 -2.693 1649  0.007

For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,;, -5.593590 0.394292 -14.186 209 <0.001
SUP_PARTYyy, 1.017986 0.641343 1.587 209 0.114
SIZE,y, 0.190406 0.036796 5.175 209 <0.001

Odds Confidence

Fixed Effect Coefficient )
Ratio Interval

For INTRCPT14,
INTRCPT2,p00 0.148008 1.159522 (1.053,1.276)

SUP_PARTy,  -0.103783 0.901421 (0.802,1.013)

SIZE,yo, -0.011453 0.988612 (0.980,0.997)
For OP_D50 slopéi;
INTRCPT2y,,  -5.593590 0.003722 (0.002,0.008)

SUP_PARTy,  1.017986 2.767615 (0.781,9.803)
SIZE,y1, 0.190406 1.209741 (1.125,1.301)
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Executive Order No. 13111
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Vol. 64, No. 10

Friday, January 15, 1999

Title 3—

The President

Presidential Documents

Executive Order 13111 of January 12, 1999

Using Technology To Improve Training Opportunities for
Federal Government Employees

Advancesin technology and increased skilkeds are changing the work-
place at an ever increasing rate. These adesrtan make Federal employees
more productive and provide improved servioeour customers, the Amer-
ican taxpayers. We need to ensure that weinore to train Federal employ-
ees to take full advantage of these tedbgioal advances and to acquire
the skills and learning needed to succeed ohanging workplace. A coordi-
nated Federal effort is needed to proviflexible training opportunities
to employees and to explore how Federal tiagn programs, initiatives,
and policies can better support lifelong leargithrough the use of learning
technology.

Tohelpus meet these goals, | am creatin gsa force on Fed eral training
technology, directing Federal agencies toetalertain steps to enhance em-
ployees’ training opportunities through thee of training technology, and
an advisory committee on the use of tramitechnology, which also will
explore options for financing the trag and post-secondary education
needed to upgrade skills and gain new kn ovgée

Therefore, by the authority vested in me Riesident by the Constitution
and the laws of the United States of Americaluding the Federal Advisory
Committee Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. Appahd in furtherance of the
purposes of Chapter 41 of title 5, United t8sa Code, the Government
Employees Training Act of 1958 (Public Law 8®4), as amended, and
Executive Order 11348, “Providing for the Rher Training of Government
Employees,” and in ord er to make effective udetechnology to improve

trainin g opp ortun ities for Fed eral Governmtesmp loyees, it is ord ered as
follows:

Section 1. Establishment of the President’s Task Foare Federal Training
Technology(a) The “President’s Task Force on Federaliiimag Technology”
(Task Force) is established. The Task Forcdlghravide leadership regarding
the effective use of technology in trainingda education; make training
opp ortunities an integral part of continuireghployment in the Fed eral
Government; and facilitate the ongoing coordiion of Federal activities
concerning the use of technologyin traig.infhe Task Force shall consist
of the heads of the following departmemtsd agencies or their representa-
tives: the Departments of State, the Treassfense, Justice, Interior, Agri-
culture, Commerce, Labor, Health and Human Bes; Housing and Urban
Development, Transportation, Energy, and &akion; the Office of Personnel
Man agem ent, Gen eral Services Adm in istratidgn,vironm en tal Protection
Agency, National Aeronautics and Space and Adstration, Small Business
Administration, and Social Security Admitretion; a representative from
the Small Agency Council; and representatifresn other relevant agencies
and related Federal councils, as determirbgdthe Chair and Vice Chair
of the Task Force.

(b) Within 30 days of the date of this ordehe head of each agency
or council shall designate a senior offict® serve as a representative to
the Task Force. The representative shaplore directly to the agency head
or the President’'s Management Council memdn the agency’s or council’s
activities under this order.
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(b) The Director ofthe Office of Personnel Magement (OPM) shall be
the Chair and the representative from tBepartment of Labor shall be
the Vice Chair of the Task Force.

(c) ) The Chair and Vice Chair shall appoint areé&utive Director.

(d) The Task Force mem ber agencies shall provahey required staffing
and funding, as appropriate.

Sec. 2.Duties of the Task Forcga) Within 18 months of the date of
this order, the Task Force shall developd recommend to the President,
through the Assistant to the President fooitomic Policy and the Assistant
to the President for Science and Techgwloa policy to make effective
use of technology to improve training opporities for Federal Government
employees. The policy should promote antegrate the effective use of
training technologies to create affordable aoahvenient training opportuni-
ties to improve Federal employee performanThe Task Force shall seek
the views of experts from industry, academand State and local govern-
ments as the Task Force proceeds, as appat rSp ecifically, the Task
Force shall:

(1) develop strategies to improve the efficien cyavailability of training
opportunities for Federal Government emplsjee

(2) form partnerships among key Federal ages) 3¢ate and local govern -
ments, businesses, universities, and oth prapriate entities to prom ote
the development and use of high-qualityrtitag op portunities;

(3) analyze the use of technology in existitrgining programs and
policies of the Task Force member agendi@esdetermine what changes,
modifications, and innovations may be neaegsto advance training op-
portunities;

(4) in consultation with the Department of f&ese and the National
Institute of Standards and Technology, recoemmh standards for training
softw are and associated services purch ased Hyefd agen cies and con -
tractors. These standards should be consisteith voluntary industry
consensus-based commercial standards. éigen where appropriate,
should use these standards in procuremeapromote reusable training
component software and thereby reduce @apibn in the development
of courseware;

(5) evaluate and, where appropriate, coord ireaté collaborate on, re-
search and demonstration activities of Task Eareember agencies related
to Federal training technology;

(6) identify and support cross-agency trainingaa that would particu-
larly benefit from new instructional techngles and facilitate multiagency
procurement and use of training materialsere appropriate;

(7) in con sultation with the General Services Adnstration, the Office
of Personnel Management, and the Office efl &al Procurement Policy
of the Office of Management and Budg&FPP), promote existing and
new procurement vehicles that allow agesdi® provide innovative train-
ing opportunities for Federal employees;

(8) recommend changes that may be needed istieg procurement
laws to further the objectives of this ordamd forward the recommenda-
tions to the Administrator of OFPP; and

(b) develop options and recommendations ftaklishing a Federal Indi-
vidual Training Account for each Fedenabrker for training relevant to
his or her Federal employment. To the extgaermitted by law, such accounts
m ay be established with the funds allocatedthee agency for employee
training. Approval for training would be thiin the discretion of the individ-
ual employee’s manager. Options and rew@ndations shall be reported
no later than 6 months from the date oftbrider.

Sec. 3.Duties of All Federal Agencie¢a) Each Federal agency shall, to
the extent permitted by law:

101



(1) include as part of its annual budget process atgbals to provide
the highest quality and most efficient trimig opportunities possible to
its emp loyees, and a set of p erforman ce m easureb efqu ality and
availability of training opportunities possible its employees. Such meas-
ures should be, where appropriate, based on outkorlated to perform-
ance rather than time allocation;

(2) identify the resources necessary to achiewe aforementioned goals
and performance measures articulated in iteual performance plan;

(3) and, where practicable, use the standards recemded by the Task
Force and published by the Office of Personnel Mgment for purchasing
training software and associated services; and

(4) subject to the availability of appropriationgpst training courses,
information, and other learning opportunitiesthe Department of Labor’s
America’s Learning Exchange (ALX), or other appriate information dis-
semination vehicles as determined by the Tamlcé&; to make information
about Federal training courses, informationd arther learning opportuni-
ties widely available to Federal employees.

(b) Each Federal agency, to the extent permittgdlaw, is encouraged
to consider how savings achieved through tfiieient use of training tech-
nology can be reinvested in improved training fogittemployees.

Sec. 4.Duties of Sp ecific Fed eral A genciga) In light of th e Office of

Personnel Management’s resp onsibility for eleping Government-wide
training policy, coordinating and managingining policy programs, and
providin g technical assistan ce to Fed eral ages,dh e Office of Personnel
Management or other appropriate agency amrchéned by the Task Force
shall:

(1) in consultation with the Task Force, the Bement of Defense,
th e Nation al Institute of Standards and Techigypldh e Department of
Labor, and other appropriate agencies as detexdh by OPM, publish
the standards for training software and assediagervices recommend ed
by the Task Force; and

(2) ensure that qualification standards for civilvsee positions, where
appropriate, reflect standard industry certificatpractices.

(b) The Department of Labor or other appropriaggency as determined
by the Task Force shall, subject to the avallabof appropriations:

(1) establish a specialized database for Federal trgimitthin the frame-
work of the Department of Labor’'s ALX, or othappropriate information
dissemination vehicles determined by the Tesice, to make information
about Federal training courses, informationd aher learning opportuni-
ties widely available to Federal employees;

(2) establish and maintain a training technologgbsite for agencies
to post training needs and to foster commundeatamong the agencies
and between public and private sector organizatitm & entify and meet
common needs; and

(3) establish a staffed help desk and technology resooenter to support
Federal agencies using training technology aodatilitate the develop-
ment of online training courses.

(c) The Department of Defense or other approprégency as determined
by the Task Force shall:

(1) in consultation with the National Instisubf Standards and Tech-
nology, lead Federal participation in business andversity organizations
charged with developing consensus standard srdam i g software and
associated services and lead the Federal rewitwhe standards; and

(2) provide guidance to Defense agencies and adviseithlian agencies,
as appropriate, on how best to use these stasdfar large-scale develop-
ment and implem entation of efficient and effeetd istributed learning
technologies.
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(b) ) Each Executive department shall desig at least one subject
area of training that it will use to demdnade opportunities in techn
ology- based training and assign an agency ¢éeath the designated area.
Leaders in these training technology expemirts shall work closely with oth
er agen- cies with similar training interesEach Executive department shall
d evelop a plan for measuring and evalu atirttyge effectiven ess, cost-
effectiveness, and benefits to employees ame dgency for each designated
subject area.

Sec. 5.Establishment of Advisory Committee on Exgiag Training Oppor-
tunities.

The Advisory Committee on Expanding Traigi@pportunities (Committee)
is established. The Committee shall consfsn@t more that 20 members
appointed by the President from outside Heeleral Government, including
representatives of the research, educatiabor, and training communities,
information technology sector, and represeivest from other critical sectors.
Th e President shall designate Co-Chairs framon g the mem bers of the
Committee.

Sec. 6.Functions of the Advisory Comm ittéEhe Committee shall provide
the President, through the Assistant to tReesident for Economic Policy
and the Assistantto the President foreS8cie and Technology (Assistants
to the President), with: (a) an indepentdassessment of:

(1) progress made by the Federal Governmentsiuse and integration
of technology in training programs, partiauly in the use of voluntary
indu stry con sen sus-based commercial stans dod training software and
associated services;

(2) how Federal Government programs, initiativasd policies can en -
courage or accelerate training technology tovide more accessible, more
timely, and more cost-effective trainingportunities for all Americans;

(3) mechanisms for the Federal Government tooemage private sector
investment in the development of high-ftyainstructional software and
wider deployment and utilization of teablogy-mediated instruction so
th at all Americans may take ad vantage of tp@ ortunities provided by
learning technology; and

(4)the appropriate Federal Government role iseagch and development
for learning technologies and their applicatsoin order to develop high-
quality training and education opportunitfes all Americans;

(b) an analysis of options for helping adult Aritans finance the training
and post-secondary education needed to upgskills and gain new knowl-
edge. Options for financial mechanismsynreclude grants, tax incentives,
low-in terest loans, or other vehicles to makaining and post-secondary
education accessible to adults throughowirthifetimes; and

(c) advice on other issues regarding emergirofpnelogies in government

training and financing training and postsedary education for adult Ameri-
cans as specified by the Assistants to thasiBent.
Sec. 7.Administration of the Advisory Committé®) To the extent permitted
by law and subject to the availability of approgtions, the Office of Person-
nel Management shall provide the finemdcand administrative support for
the Committee.

(b) The heads of Executive agencies shall, e textent permitted by
law, provide to the Committee such infation as it may require for the
purpose of carrying out its functions.

(c) The Committee Co-Chairs may, from time time, invite experts to
submit information to the Committee and nfagm subcommittees or work-
ing groups within the Committee to reviewesffic issues.

(d) ) Members of the Committee shall serve with@ompensation but sh
all be allowed travel expenses, includingrpdiem instead of subsistence,
as authorized by law for persons servingermittently in the Governm
ent service (5 U.S.C. 5701-5707).
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(b) Notwithstanding any other Executive ord#re functions of the Presi-
dent under the Federal Advisory Committed,/s amended, that are appli-
cable to the Committee, except that of agjng to the Congress, shall
be performed by the Office of Personnel Mgement in accordance with
guidelines that have been issued by Administrator of General Services.

(c) The Committee shall terminate 2 years frame date of this order
unless extended by the President prior tthsdate.

Sec. 8.Definitions.(a) As used in this order, the terms “agefi¢gmployee,”
“Government,” and “training” have the neming given to those terms, respec-
tively, by section 4101 of title 5, United Stat@ede.

(b) The term “technology,” means any equipnt or interconnected system
or subsystem of equipment that is used ie @dlutomatic acquisition, storage,
manipulation, management, movement,tooin display, switching, inter-
change, transmission, or reception of datandormation, including comput-
ers, ancillary equipment, software, firmwaned similar procedures, services
(including support services), and relatedsources. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, equipment is usedrbx@cutive agency if the equip-
ment is used by the Executive agency dlyear is used by a contractor
under a contract with the Executive agentbyat requires the use of such
equipment. The term “technology” doesotninclude any equipment that
is acquired by a Federal contractor incid éndea Federal contract.

Sec. 9.udicial Review This order does not create any en forceatitgh ts
against the United States, its agencies, fisafs, or any person.

=

THE WHITE HOUSE,
January 12, 1999.
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