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This study explored the role of contract training provided by North 

Texas higher education institutions in the education and training programs 

administered by area businesses employing more than 100 people. A survey 

instrument was mailed to corporate trainers that were members of the Dallas 

Chapter of the American Society of Training and Development in businesses 

employing more than 100 people. A total list of 292 trainers generated 71 

usable responses. 

The purposes of this study were to: (a) determine the extent to which 

corporations use academic institutions for contract training, (b) determine the 

academic institutions in North Texas that training managers in the Dallas 

area believe are suitable contract training partners, (c) identify what subject 

areas are perceived as top educational priorities by training managers and are 

perceived to be suitable for contract training by academic institutions, (d) 

determine educational and training subjects for which corporations would be 

willing or prefer to utilize contract training by academic institutions, and (e) 

identify the subjects in which corporations currently use contract training by 

academic institutions. 

Businesses in North Texas conform to historical, national trends with 

respect to corporate training practices. In North Texas, factors such as location, 

reputation, affordability, and expertise rather than type of institution tend to 



have an impact on the success of academic contract training programs. There 

is no clear picture of what training category is the best offering for academic 

institutions, what category of employee is best suited to receive contract 

training from an academic institution or what type of contract training 

should be offered by academic institutions. Although training managers 

indicated that they believed that academic institutions could provide 

necessary services, in practice they seldom use such institutions for contract 

training. 

Unless the overall reputation of academic institutions as providers of 

contract training is significantly enhanced, it will be difficult for individual 

institutions to achieve significant growth as umbrella or multiple subject 

training providers. Growth and success is more likely to come to individual 

institutions through pursuing a strategy of niche marketing in which the 

institution specializes in specific types of training and achieves a reputation 

for excellence in those areas. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The education and training of corporate personnel is big business. 

Corporations spent $45.5 billion in 1990 to improve employee performance 

and to cross-train personnel to new jobs within the organizations. This 2.5 

percent increase follows 1989's 12 percent increase over 1988 (Geber, 1990). 

Estimates that attempt to take into account indirect investments (including 

employee time), as well as accounting for all types of public and private sector 

organizations that support training, put the total figure as high as $210 billion 

per year. Organizations throughout the United States invest an amount 

annually in education and training for their employees that equals the public 

and private investment in all of higher education, elementary and secondary 

education combined ("Training 2000," 1990). 

Traditionally, corporations have done this work themselves through 

in-house education and training departments or by contracting with 

educational consultants. However, higher education institutions are 

increasingly competitive with educational consultants for corporate contract 

training. 

Theoretical Rationale 

In North Texas, the role of corporate education and training is 

evolving in a successful and competitive regional economy; concerns are 

specifically focused on the quality of educational systems and the strategic role 



that education and training will play in the international economies of the 

twenty-first century. Education and training is growing in terms of volume, 

investment, commitment and importance to regional and national 

economies engaged in national and international competition. (Association 

for Higher Education of North Texas, 1990). Recent reports from professional 

organizations such as the Institute for Electrical and Electronics Engineers 

(IAEE) and the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD), 

think-tanks such as SRI International, and publications such as Training 

Magazine have underscored the emerging strategic importance of education 

and training among leading corporations and professional groups. In 

response to growing professional educational needs, The Association for 

Higher Education of North Texas (AHE), a not-for-profit corporation, was 

established in 1980 to provide educational support services to the academic 

and corporate communities in the region. Its services include satellite 

courses, contract training, and a library resource program ("Training 2000," 

1990). 

AHE has found that organizations that treat education and training 

strategically are assuming the role of accountable agent for the development 

and maintenance of job and professional skills of their employees in 

exchange for better control over the competitive strength of the organization. 

This approach rejects the assumption that initial preparation of the labor 

force and essential maintenance or development of competencies are the 

responsibility of the individual employee or the formal education system. 

Historically, emphasis has been placed on recruiting entry level talent from 

the available labor pool and upgrading the workforce as needed through 



replacement rather than by education and training. Today, leading 

corporations are more likely to retrain existing employees than hire new 

ones. A 1990 AHE report cited several reasons for this change in attitude. 

First, it is generally understood that the size and the profile of the 

American workforce will change significantly in the next two decades. The 

new generation of workers will be fewer in number, reflecting the decreased 

birthrate following the post World War II "baby boom." It will also include a 

greater proportion of females, minorities, and disadvantaged groups who 

tend to be less educated or have less formal educational preparation. The 

luxury of being able to recruit from a large, relatively homogeneous and well 

educated workforce will largely disappear. Since recruitment costs are 

escalating and turnover is an increasing concern, it is less likely the 

corporations will solve workforce problems through recruitment alone. 

Consequently, a higher percentage of the available workforce will have to be 

used more effectively to meet corporate workforce needs. One way to enhance 

the overall effectiveness of the workforce is through appropriate use of 

education and training programs tuned to corporations' strategic goals 

("Training 2000," 1990). 

Second, intense competition in regional, national, and international 

markets mandates the need for higher productivity among all workers. 

Trends since World War II indicate that the infusion of technology and the 

creation of a more highly qualified workforce are key factors contributing to 

increased productivity. These two factors are obviously related. As technology 

penetrates further into the workplace, home, and community, new 

employment opportunities are created that require higher and different skill 



levels and great ability to adapt. Increased education makes the employee 

more productive in family, social, and work environments. Advanced 

education and retraining enable the employee to more effectively use 

technological tools to increase the company's competitive edge and contribute 

to greater overall success ("Training 2000," 1990). 

Third, opportunities to further accelerate the growth of productivity 

are likely to come from advanced development of technologies, and these 

require an even more highly educated workforce. Well-paying job 

opportunities will increasingly be in those areas which are expanding rapidly 

due to an increase in new technology. The need is for broader educational 

preparation for those entering the workforce, and for continuous re-

education and retraining for existing employees to ensure that they will keep 

pace with occupational and technological advances. Successfully competing 

organizations will have to make education and training an integral part of 

their corporate culture ("Training 2000," 1990). 

Last, the strategic value of education and training is increasingly 

recognized by many of the leading corporations in North Texas. Education 

and training budgets have tended to be small, subject to cuts during slack 

periods in the economy, and highly decentralized in terms of their location in 

the corporate organizational structure. Education and training have 

historically been treated as a reward to employees by giving them time away 

from the job, sometimes in distant, exotic centers of commerce and 

recreation. However, education and training are now increasingly tied to 

productivity and operations objectives, and are used to increase the capacities 

of the workforce by raising the overall level of workforce skills. For example, 



loan processors are trained in processing methods that allow them to process 

loan applications more quickly, thus increasing the number of applications 

that can be reviewed in a given time period. Education and training can 

upgrade human capital in the same way that similar investments are made to 

upgrade and maintain mechanical and electronic equipment ("Training 

2000/ 1990). 

Further, competition demands quality control and effectiveness at the 

interface with the customer. Another value of education and training is that 

it helps keep a well prepared workforce close to the point of productivity: the 

production line, the sales point, and the point of delivery of service. The loan 

processor is better educated to evaluate marginally qualified or problematic 

applications; consequently, the application need not be referred to another 

decision making level for review. The loan processor can return the 

processed application quickly, thus supporting better customer service. 

Corporations are learning that the closer decisions are to the point of 

productivity, the more efficient and effective those decisions are. So workers 

must be well-educated and continually retrained if their decisions are to be 

valid. Investments in education and training are increasingly seen as 

investments that favorably impact the corporate bottom line because they 

tend to increase quality of products, services, and overall organization 

competitiveness ("Training 2000," 1990). 

The literature documents the decline in suitably educated employees in 

a variety of areas, usually blue collar. However, there is a growing concern in 

corporate America that executives and managers need to become better 

prepared to deal with an increasingly competitive market and the demands of 



international business. Also, there is strong interest in remedial education, 

basic learning skills, and cross training and updating of employee skills as 

corporate needs change (Gordon, 1990). 

Training can be classified into the following areas: office skills, 

technical skills, and management skills. Each overlaps into subject areas 

commonly offered by academic institutions. Consequently, academic 

institutions could fulfill corporate training needs through contract training. 

However, this first requires ascertaining corporate training needs and 

matching those needs with academic areas of expertise. 

Such a suitable match would produce a corporate/academic 

partnership benefiting employees, employers and academic institutions by 

meeting a corporation's need for better trained employees through a more 

economic means and by producing additional revenues for an academic 

institution. Assessing the role of contract training by academic institutions in 

corporate education and training programs is the first step in the process of 

successfully developing and marketing contract training for corporations. 

This study will focus on the development of a broad profile of contract 

training by academic institutions in Dallas. 

According to Dissertation Abstracts International, since 1985 five 

doctoral dissertations have investigated various aspects of contract training: 

problems of managing contract training courses and programs (Taggart, 1989); 

the importance of contract training programs (Warford, 1989); a comparative 

analysis of six Maryland community college contract training programs 

(Rainis, 1989); assessment of the theoretical orientation of 15 New York 

practitioners of contract training (Rainis, 1989); and a case study of a 



management institute model for managing contract training at a community 

college (Weeks, 1985). 

What is the role played by higher education institutions in defining 

education and training needs and then responding to those needs? There is 

no research literature on the question of the role of contract training by 

academic institutions in corporate education and training programs; existing 

information deals only with the general topics and the need for better 

prepared workers. No specific and measurable skill or subject needs are 

addressed. If specific corporate attitudes about academic contract training and 

specific subject areas can be clarified, academic institutions are better prepared 

to meet corporate education and training needs, thus benefiting industry and 

the academic institution. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to assess the role of contract training by 

North Texas higher education institutions in Dallas metroplex area corporate 

education and training programs. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were: 

1. To determine the extent to which corporations use academic 

institutions for contract training. 

2. To determine the academic institutions in North Texas that training 

managers in the Dallas area believe are suitable contract training 

partners. 



3. To identify what subject areas are perceived as top educational 

priorities by training managers and that are perceived to be suitable 

for contract training by academic institutions. 

4. To determine what educational and training subjects corporations 

would be willing or prefer to utilize contract training by academic 

institutions. 

5. To identify the subjects in which corporations currently use contract 

training by academic institutions. 

Research Questions 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following questions were 

formulated: 

1. To what degree are corporate education and training departments 

aware of local academic institutions as potential contract training 

resources? 

2. How much do corporate education and training departments utilize 

contract training by academic institutions? 

3. Which types and kinds of academic institutions in the North Texas 

area are used by Dallas businesses to provide contract training? 

4. Does the type of business relate to preferences for specific academic 

institutions as training program partners? How? 

5. Why do training departments prefer specific academic institutions as 

training program partners? 

6. When is most corporate training conducted? Why? 



7. How much do businesses currently spend on contract training by 

academic institutions, contract training by other sources, and in-

house training? 

8. Are training budgets for in-house and contract training increasing, 

decreasing or remaining the same? What do corporations forecast for 

the future? 

9. What categories of employees receive the most training? 

10. What categories of employees receive the most contract training by 

academic institutions? 

11. How does the size of the organization relate to whether contract 

training by academic institutions is utilized? 

12. What topics are seen as most important in the overall training 

program? Why? 

13. What training categories and training topics do corporations believe 

are best suited for contract training by academic institutions? Why? 

14. What training topics are most frequently delivered through contract 

training by academic institutions? Why? 

Definition of Terms 

Academic institutions: refers to post secondary institutions of higher 

learning, specifically in the designated North Texas area, including 

universities and community colleges. 

Bugingss, corporation, and industry: are used interchangeably to refer to a 

commercial enterprise or establishment. These nouns apply to forms of 

activity that have the objective of supplying commodities. Business pertains 

broadly to all gainful activity though it usually excludes the professions and 
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farming. Industry is the production and manufacture of goods and 

commodities, especially on a large scale. A corporation is a body of persons 

granted a charger legally recognizing them as a separate entity having its own 

rights, privileges and liabilities distinct from those of its members. 

Contract training: is topic specific education and/or training provided by a 

source external to the corporation requesting the training. 

Corporate education and training: is education and/or training offered by a 

business or industry for its own employees. 

Downsizing: refers to the process of reducing the number of employees 

through lay-offs, dismissals, and not filling vacant positions. 

Education and training: Education is the knowledge or skill obtained or 

developed by a learning process; to provide with information; to provide 

with training for some particular purpose. Training is the process of coaching 

in or accustoming to a mode of behavior or performance; to make proficient 

with specialized instruction and practice. Corporations, like academic 

institutions, engage in these processes. These terms, although technically 

different in meaning, are often linked together to describe the function 

performed by human resource development professionals in larger 

corporations.. Both words are usually included in the title to demonstrate that 

the department is responsible for both functions 

Educational consultants: are persons or groups who give professional 

instructional advice on topics; are also referred to as training providers. 

External training: comes from an individual or group that is not a permanent 

employee of the corporation. 
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In-house education and training: is developed by trainers who are permanent 

corporate employees. 

Out-sourcing: refers to the practice of hiring external training providers rather 

than developing and delivering training by members of the education and 

training department. 



CHAPTER n 

SYNTHESIS OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Corporations have traditionally supported higher education through 

gifts, endowments, faculty exchange programs, and student internships, but 

the 1980s marked an evolution in the types of corporate/academic 

relationships. These changes were sparked by the changing American and 

world economies. 

The past 20 years have shown a shift away from an industrial to an 

information economy, a dramatic increase in the rate of technological change, 

the internationalization of the economy, increased marketplace 

competitiveness, and a decrease in the competitiveness of American industry 

in the world economy (Fairweather, 1988). American business voiced concern 

that future executives were not being prepared for competitive leadership in 

the international business arena. Many concluded that liaisons with higher 

education were essential in preparation of executives as well as technical 

workers. Productive, innovative employees were recognized as crucial to the 

strength and competitiveness of business in the rapidly evolving marketplace 

dominated by the need for knowledge and information (Galagan, 1988). 

The information economy requires human capital. To provide the 

needed human capital, industry has sought to overcome manpower shortages 

in key fields, improve technical training for the work force, enhance literacy, 

and provide remediation and training in basic skills. This wide variety of 

12 
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educational needs is filled by different types of educational sources, such as in-

house education and training programs, seminars, and various customized 

programs offered by educational consultants through contract training. 

Because both business and higher education have pursued human 

resource development through education, there is a significant overlap in the 

type of subjects taught. Corporate commitment to bettering their employees 

has been developed through a variety of programs. In-house corporate 

education and training is now a major force in post-secondary education 

through interactive programs such as college apprenticeships and 

internships. And at least 18 corporations now offer degree-granting programs 

in separate institutions, including the Rand Graduate Institute and the Wang 

Institute of Graduate Studies (Fairweather, 1988). 

According to a 1990 survey by Chris Lee for Training magazine, 

organizations with 100 or more employees spent more than $45 billion on 

formal training in 1990. It was estimated that 39.5 million Americans 

comprising approximately one-third of the entire United States work force 

received 1.3 billion hours of formal training from their employers. This 

training focused on salespeople, professionals, first-line supervisors, middle 

managers, customer service people, executives, senior managers, production 

workers, and office/administrative workers. The types of training offered 

included management skills and development, technical skills and 

knowledge, supervisory skills, communication skills, basic computer skills, 

new methods and procedures, customer relations and service, executive 

development, clerical and secretarial skills, personal growth, employee/labor 

relations, wellness, sales skills, customer education, and remedial basic 
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education. All training was provided by in-house staff, educational 

consultants or a combination of both. Training and development challenges 

included technological change, customer service, quality improvement, 

corporate culture, new market strategies and organizational missions, 

productivity improvement, staffing, centralization, mergers and acquisitions, 

decentralization, remedial and basic education, succession planning and 

international competition (Lee, 1990). 

Training topics included new employee orientation, performance 

appraisals, leadership, interpersonal skills, new equipment operation, hiring 

and selection process, goal setting, listening skills, time management, 

personal computer applications, word processing, decision making, 

motivation, team building, delegation skills, computer programming, stress 

management, safety, problem solving, product knowledge, data processing, 

conducting meetings, planning, substance abuse, managing change, public 

speaking and presentations, management of information systems (MIS), 

writing skills, negotiating skills, quality improvement, finance, smoking 

cessation, strategic planning, ethics, marketing, out placement and retirement 

planning, creativity, purchasing, reading skills, and foreign languages 

(Gordon, 1990).. These types of training suggest that organizations are trying to 

improve workers' health, keep up with technological advances, empower 

their workers, provide remedial instruction in common courtesy and basic 

working relationships, and teach critical thinking skills such as problem 

solving, decision making and priority setting. 

According to a Committee for Economic Development report cited by 

Galagan (1988), corporations have identified broad categories of need: striving 
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to do work well; priority setting and working under pressure; working well 

with others; communicating; learning how to learn; physical and safety 

demands; number skills; office skills; and mechanical and laboratory skills. Of 

these, learning how to learn was deemed most important. Large and small 

companies did not agree when ranking the remaining skills. Specific skill 

areas listed in the questionnaire address these needs (see Appendix A). 

CEOs are not clear as to the value of in-house training versus external 

training. Many are disgruntled with the payback from employee education 

programs. At a time when profits are diminishing, American companies 

must direct enormous amounts of time and energy to continue the 

development of human resources. In a 1990 article, Schaaf quoted futurist 

Alvin Toffler's declaration that "the knowledge load and, more important, 

the decision load are being redistributed. In a continual cycle of learning, 

unlearning and relearning, workers need to master new technologies, adapt 

to new organizational forms and generate new ideas." The business world has 

become driven by "knowledge work" that requires continuing learning to 

make the business itself competitive and viable in an increasingly global 

economy. Corporate education and training departments have been charged 

with the responsibility to teach personnel how to work smarter. In response, 

collective training has been developed that views the individual as part of the 

organizational whole. This approach seeks to produce organizations, not just 

individuals, that respond rapidly under pressure (Schaaf, 1990). 

Education and training partnerships are a viable source for such 

training programs. Using colleges to provide additional training for 
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personnel may also be more economical than expanding in-house training 

facilities (Boyle, 1983). 

Historically, corporations and institutions with existing ties are more 

likely to establish additional relationships. Previous experience in working 

together promotes a mutual understanding of goals and administrative 

procedures. Demographically, geographic proximity is important to both the 

academic institution and industry. Also, the type of institution affects the 

types of partnerships that are formed. Alliances depend on strong, immediate 

mutual needs. Perceived compatibility of mission(s) is key to forming 

alliances. As self-interests of academic institutions and industry overlap, 

underlying differences become less distinct and meeting mutual needs 

becomes easier (Gold & Charner, 1986). These conclusions support the need 

for careful research and investigation in seeking to match corporate training 

needs with academic areas of expertise. 

A survey by Lakewood Publications found that during 1991, 36.81 

million individuals received 1,224.65 million hours of training. Nationally, 

35.2 percent of organizations provided training to production workers; an 

average of 189.2 individuals per organization were trained, 10.23 million 

production workers were trained in all organizations, an average of 37.0 

hours of training was delivered to each production worker, and a total cost for 

this job category was $378.4 million ("Industry Report," 1991). 

Professional workers received training from 60.6 percent of 

organizations; each organization trained an average of 65.1 professionals, 6.06 

million professionals were trained nationally, and each professional received 

an average of 36.8 hours of training. Customer service workers received 
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training in 49.5 percent of organizations; each organization trained an average 

of 71.4 customer service workers, 5.43 million customer service workers were 

trained nationally, each customer service worker received an average of 29.2 

hours of training, and the total cost for training in this job category was 

$158.48 million. Sales people received training in 41.5 percent of 

organizations; each organization trained an average of 51.1 sales people, 3.26 

million sales people were trained nationally, each sales person received an 

average of 39.1 hours of training, and the total cost for training in this job 

category was $127.33 million. Front-line supervisors received training in 72 

percent of organizations; each organization trained an average of 33.3 front-

line supervisors, 3.68 million front-line supervisors were trained nationally, 

each front-line supervisor received an average of 34 hours of training, and 

the total cost for training in this category was $125.18 million. Middle 

managers received training in 76.7 of organizations; each organization trained 

an average of 23.8 middle managers, 2.8 million middle managers were 

trained nationally, each middle manager received an average of 33.3 hours of 

training, and the total cost for training in this job category was $93.35 million. 

Office/administrative employees received training in 62.4 percent of 

organizations; each organization trained an average of 36.6 

office/administrative employees, 3.51 million office/administrative 

employees were trained nationally, each office/administrative employee 

received an average of 16.6 hours of training, and the total cost for training in 

this job category was $58.22 million. Senior managers received training in 57.1 

percent of organizations; each organization trained an average of 12.2 senior 

managers, 1.07 million senior managers were trained nationally, each senior 
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manager received an average of 32.8 hours of training, and the total cost for 

training in this job category was $35.09 million. Executives received training 

in 64.9 percent of organizations; each organization trained an average of 7.8 

executives, .78 million executives were trained nationally, each executive 

received an average of 33 hours of training, and the total cost for training in 

this job category was $25.65 million. ("Industry Report," 1991) 

In a movement affecting how legions of business people learn how to 

run things, companies nationwide are assuming unprecedented control over 

the world of midcareer executive training. They are forcing revisions in what 

is taught, how and what price, as well as changing who is eligible and why. 

The thrust of their efforts: to better link training to real business needs 

(Fuchsberg, 1993). 

As they seek greater control, corporations are assuming powerful new 

leverage over training providers who long practiced a take-it-or-leave-it 

attitude, shunning criticism of their teaching methods and curricula. The 

pressure is prompting particularly big changes among the nation's top 

business schools. Most notably, they are moving from simply running generic 

courses to coaching individual companies and adding yet more choice to an 

already training market (Fuchsberg, 1993). 

Private consultants and consulting firms receive high satisfaction 

marks from employers, but other training providers score mediocre or 

strikingly poor grades in a survey released by the Society for Human 

Management ("Mixed marks," 1994). 

Training outsourcing continues to climb, with 92% of responding 

SHRM members using some type of outside source for training in the past 
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five years. But the level of satisfaction with outside sources varies greatly. 

Four out of five respondents (80%) that use private consultants or consulting 

firms say they are very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the training 

delivered. Off-the-shelf packages and books received the next-highest rating, 

with a 57% satisfaction rate, but only 7% said they were very satisfied and 17% 

said they were somewhat dissatisfied. Community colleges finished third 

(56% satisfaction), followed by associations or industry groups ("Mixed 

marks," 1994). 

A survey from the National Alliance of Business found reported 

shortages of qualified entry level workers. Respondents named ten skills that 

small business owners want and are the hardest to find from entry level 

workers: listening, personal qualities, interpersonal, resource management, 

math, speaking, reading, writing, technology, and information. Alliance 

president William H. Kilberg noted that small business cannot afford a 

training department and probably cannot even afford a personnel department 

to improve their workforce (Files, 1994). 

Companies are more often looking beyond their own organization for 

help in delivering a key skill, as when AT&T turned to L.L. Bean for help in 

customer service. The practice of outsourcing customer service is growing in 

popularity as more firms realize they need to have world-class service, but do 

not have the resources or the time to devote. But experts caution that this 

should be a strategic business-related decision, not just a cost-related move 

(Smith, 1990). 

As the workplace has grown increasingly demanding, required basic 

skills are also being examined. Some experts argue that communications, 
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teamwork, problem solving and other skills previously reserved for 

management should be added to the basic skills curricula as well, due to 

business trends such as elimination or downsizing of middle management 

and increased emphasis on high performance (Whitehead, 1990). 

Respondents in an American Society of Training and Development 

survey reported eight key trends that are most likely to shape the training 

industry in the next five years. The emphasis in business on high 

performance work will shift training content away from isolated skill 

building and information transfer to performance improvement and support. 

More training will be delivered just-in-time and directly in the context of a 

job or task. Employers will have to work hard to earn employees' trust. Self-

directed learning and team learning will increase. The transfer model of 

learning will lose ground to models that integrate learning into work itself. 

Companies that employ many temporary or contract workers will face new 

challenges in training, motivating, and communicating with their 

workforces. Teams will assume more responsibility for leadership. Key 

leadership issues will include designing organizations, managing chaos and 

chance, and assigning responsibility for decision making. Employees will 

have to take more responsibility for changing their behavior and for learning 

("HRD executives/ 1994). 

A total of 39.5 million individuals received 1.3 billion hours of training 

nationally in formal, employer-sponsored training in 1990. A total of $9.2 

billion was budgeted by training departments for outside expenditures. 

Organizations in the categories of transportation, communications or utilities 

spent more per employee. Organizations in the categories of finance, 
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insurance or banking spent the least per employee. Nationally, a salesperson 

was most likely to get the greatest amount of formal training (40.7 hours); an 

office or administrative employee received the least amount of formal 

training. The most prevalent type of formal training in U.S. organizations is 

new employee orientation (Lee, 1990). 

Although salespeople are the most intensively trained group in 

America, professionals, first-line supervisors, and middle managers also 

received about 35 hours of training per year. Hours-per-person, however, is 

not the only way to look at the question of who gets the most training. The 

employee most likely to receive training from any employer is the middle 

manager. More than three-quarters of organizations will train some middle 

managers during 1990. Only 40% will train any salespeople. All types of 

organizations have middle managers, but not all have salespeople (Gordon, 

1990). 

The strategic value of training is underscored by the prediction that 

businesses will be forced to share with workers power once held exclusively 

by their bosses. Consequently, those who help the members of the new 

organization learn, unlearn, and relearn will play a pivotal role in the 

organization's success or failure (Schaff, 1990). There also has been 

controversy as to the value of in-house training versus outside training. 

Many corporations are unsure as to how much they should invest in 

education (Harkiris, 1989). 

Partnership) universities are an emerging trend for American higher 

education in the 1990s. These partnership universities may include many 

elements: 1) from doctorate-granting universities, academic strength and 
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research; 2) from comprehensive universities, breadth in academic offerings; 

3) from liberal arts colleges, a core undergraduate curriculum and a balance 

between teaching and research; from community colleges, a strong emphasis 

on service to the economic and cultural base of the region where the 

institution is located; and 5) from specialized institutions, the development of 

an academic theme or special emphasis (Stauffer, 1990). 

Companies that need human resource expertise, but cannot afford to 

add another staff person often secure the services of a contract trainer who 

comes into the company to perform a specific service or solve a problem, and 

then leaves. Experts recommend that contract trainers develop a specific area 

of expertise, use all possible resources to learn as much about as possible about 

the client company, its culture, and employees, be flexible, and allow for 

differences in geographic location, type of industry, and worker needs (Gall, 

1987). 

Plagued by the widening mismatch between the skills their employees 

have and the new skills needed for the future, companies can benefit from 

the more than 1,000 colleges and universities offering training programs 

directed at the corporate educational market. Many corporations remain 

skeptical of this "shadow education system." Companies would like to 

collaborate with local colleges, but are wary of dealing with the educational 

bureaucracy and fear that corporate privacy may be violated. To respond to 

the educational needs of business, colleges must develop a close working 

relationship in providing training services, perhaps by spinning off separate 

corporate education departments. For example, Boston University's Center 

for Corporate Education currently collaborates as a training partner with 
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several nationwide companies, providing programs that aim at quality-

education, lowered recruiting costs, decreased turnover, and a process that 

builds both needed skills and a bond between the trainees and the company 

(Harkins, 1989). 

To examine the state of corporate management education today, Allied 

Signal, Inc., sponsored a study at the Columbia University Graduate School of 

Business. Results indicated that almost every company offered some type of 

internal training to its managers, with first-line supervisors being the 

primary recipients.. Preference for middle management education was 

divided fairly evenly between the use of internal and external programs. Out 

of every four companies, three reported having one or more on-site facilities 

for training. In assessing a program's effectiveness, 96% relied on rating 

sheets filled out by participants, and almost 80% used informal follow-up 

interviews. Strategic planning/management and leadership were listed as the 

two top new program topics for executives and middle managers (Fulmer, 

1988). 

A research team from Hofstar University in Hempstead, New York, 

identified 26 corporate education centers owned by 25 different firms. The 

main advantages for owning a corporate education center were listed as: 1) 

allowing for better cost control, 2) creating a more productive learning 

environment, 3) adding efficiency to the delivery of education programs, and 

4) providing important employee relations benefits. Most use outside 

management services companies to operate various parts of their facilities 

(Green & Lazarus, 1988). 
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An examination of the problems in corporate education reveals three 

problems. First, top management must take sole responsibility and remain 

accountable for the education of its managers. Second, senior management 

must be a role model to all managers by being actively involved in 

conducting and attending educational courses for workers. Third, to 

demonstrate the validity of learning on the job, educational efforts must be 

integrated into the mainstream of management activities (Greiner, 1987). 

The corporate classroom has become an essential and growing part of 

the U.S. educational network. As businesses try to cope with the increased 

complexity of the environment in which they operate, the number of courses 

given has mushroomed. However, many questions remain unanswered as to 

the effectiveness of these courses. The consensus of a 1987 study is that some 

training programs are poorly executed, that chief executive officers must be 

active participants in training, and that training should not necessarily be left 

in the hands of professional trainers. Corporate training programs are not 

seen as a threat to higher education. They are regarded as a complementary 

adjunct and a growth area of the future (Short, 1987). 

To form successful collaborations, differences between academe and 

business need to be considered and addressed in order to overcome existing 

chasms. Karl Krayer, 1992 president of the Dallas chapter of the American 

Society of Training and Development, recommended that academic and 

corporate trainers should strive to supplement each other's activity through 

building mutually productive relationships and working together. Corporate 

professionals, whether trainers or trainees, are not adverse to academia, but 
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many are disenchanted with the practicality of academia and academic 

research (Krayer, 1992). 

A study on training institutes at community colleges found that the 

time is ripe for extending cooperation between the world of industry and the 

world of education because they face complementary needs. One method for 

meeting those needs is contract training. The management institute model 

for managing contract training is one viable alternative in establishing 

contract training programs (Weeks, 1985). 

A comparative case study of six Maryland community colleges found 

that contract training for local employers continued to increase, that long-

term planning for future business/education collaboration is lacking, that 

although employers are charged the same institutional tuition rate as regular 

students, counseling and support services were not given to contract training 

students, and that the pool of qualified faculty to teach contract training 

courses should be expanded (Rainis, 1989). 

Another 1989 study found that contract training programs at 

community colleges have increased dramatically at the study sites over the 

past decade. Enrollments grew from less than 5,000 to nearly 68,000 from 1980 

to 1989. Dollar volume during this time grew from less than $200,000 to over 

$13 million in 1987-88 and were projected to increase to $520 million in 1989. 

Study respondents noted significant linkages between their college and 

industry, that the fulfillment of the college mission was the major 

motivation for increased involvement in these programs, that contract 

training programs are a significant new role for the community college, and 

that employers, students, and the college benefit from the collaboration. It was 
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also found that contract training programs were designed cooperatively by the 

community college and the client firm (Warford, 1989). 

Some institutions launched contract training initiatives as early as 

1984. Twenty-two college joined together to offer education and training 

programs to workers both "on" and "off" campus in the New Hampshire 

Continuing Education Network. Rio Salado Community College, responding 

to industry's needs for trained micro processing technicians, developed a 

program that included technical skill development and general skill 

development. The program was delivered at the work-site by industry-based 

faculty (Charner, 1984). 

By offering programs in workplaces and community settings, the post 

secondary institution may better understand the culture and characteristics of 

the environment and offer services that are responsive to needs in terms of 

both content and delivery. Successful programs have a number of basic 

elements. First, the program should be responsive to the needs of the 

business and its employees. The post secondary institution may be useful in 

working with the business to identify its goals and needs. Second, the content 

of the program should be driven by the environment. In developing course 

or program content, post secondary institutions should use materials, 

language, and values that are relevant to the wokplace setting in which the 

program is offered. Third, the mode of delivery should be responsive to the 

needs of the business and the learners. Experiential methods should be 

combined with other methods in a flexible sequence of activities. Instruction 

should be closely tied to the roles and responsibilities of the employees. 

Fourth, representatives of the business should be closely involved in the 
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development and delivery of the program. Fifth, the program should not be 

viewed as a one-shot activity, but rather as a piece of a larger effort aimed at 

offering a wide array of education services at the workplace (Charner, 1984). 

Among the many challenges facing the North Texas area is the ability 

of the individual worker to remain productive. It is estimated that 30% of the 

jobs that had defined the Texas economy in 1983 had disappeared by 1987. At 

the same time, nearly half a million new jobs were created. The accessibility 

of training programs is increasingly important to corporations considering a 

move to the area. The overwhelming majority of companies expect and 

utilize employee training efforts. Economic development depends on 

training programs that can be used to market and entice companies to this 

area. Job growth and business expansion translates to increased need for 

training ( "Now Open," 1989). 

A significant development in human resource development took place 

in 1990 when the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) 

formally launched its "Train America's Workforce" campaign in an effort to 

draw attention to the skills crisis in the U.S. and build broad-based support for 

new training initiatives. The campaign also focused on the outcomes of three 

years of research by ASTD and the U.S. Department of Labor. 

This initiative indicates that training was emerging as a national 

priority. Consequently, trainers were under even more pressure to effectively 

address key organizational and administrative issues, primarily the issue of 

linking training to the strategic direction of the organization. It was expected 

that trainers will be under pressure to achieve more results, but with 

resources constrained by recession and competitive belt-tightening. 
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To meet these expectations, it became increasingly important that 

planners and trainers work together. In a 1990 survey, five key points were 

identified. First, trainers and planners agreed that the existence of a formal 

written purpose statement is the most important condition for linking 

business plans and training. Second, trainers should be included in the 

strategy formulation process. Third, organizations in general are not making 

sufficient use of training to implement business plans. Fourth, strategists 

learn as they implement a plan, so trainers must be privy to changes in 

business plans as those changes are formulated. Fifth, managers tend to be 

unaware that training can help implement plans (Rothwell and Kazanas, 

1990). 

Budgets for direct training expenses for all U.S. organizations with at 

least 100 employees increased just 2.5% in 1990 to a total of $45.5 billion. With 

the number of organizations with 100 or more employees increasing by 2%, 

that means the average organization may not have increased its budget at all. 

This may be due to: 1) a feeling that with a 12% increase in 1989, there was less 

need to increase training budgets a second year in a row, and 2) a slowing 

economy (Geber, 1990). 

Companies employing 100 to 499 employees spent $553.9 million 

nationally on outside services in 1990, averaging $5,202 per organization. 

Companies employing 500 to 999 employees spent $142.4 million nationally, 

averaging $11,202 per organization. Companies employing 1,000 to 2,499 

employees spent $143.2 million nationally on outside services, averaging 

$16,523 per organization. Companies employing 2,500 to 9,999 employees 

spent $149.1 million, averaging $33,939 per organization. Companies 
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employing more than 10,000 employees spent $528.2 million on outside 

services, averaging $366,574 per organization. A total of $1,512.9 million was 

spent nationally for outside services in 1990 ("Industry Report," 1991). 

The make-or-buy decision, the decision to build a program with in-

house staff and resources or purchase assistance from outside training experts, 

may be made for all or any part of a training program. The employer decision 

to make-or-buy is influenced by need, in-house capability, and available 

funding. Since the role of the provider is driven by those circumstances, the 

make-or-buy decision usually hinges on how providers measure up to the 

needs and standards of the employer. The consideration and application of 

these standards is sometimes systematic. But, frequently, the purchaser 

considers what the provider has to offer in a more intuitive way and reaches 

the "buy" decision on instinct shaped by past experience (Carneval et al, 1990). 

The desire to provide the best quality training product should be the 

primary catalyst driving the make-or-buy decision. But quality is not always 

the deciding factor. Expertise, timeliness, size of the population to be trained, 

sensitive or proprietary subject matter, cost, and individualized employer 

conditions drive the decision (Carneval et al, 1990). 

A decision based on expertise is most dependent on how specialized or 

unique the desired training is. Specialized topics require greater expertise; 

more generic topics require less. Employers generally turn to in-house 

resources if the expertise exists. If in-house expertise is lacking, employers 

often seek an outside provider either to fill the need directly or to training 

individuals to become trainers. If an organization has the expertise to conduct 
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its training in-house, it may look to outside sources for services or materials 

that complement its resources (Carneval et al, 1990). 

Employers usually rely on in-house expertise for training that is 

unique to a particular employer or product. Such specific knowledge is not 

readily available in the external market. Outside providers usually operate in 

an advisory capacity, assisting in-house experts with design and delivery 

(Carneval et al, 1990). 

If the in-house staff does not have the time to develop and deliver the 

program within the time frame requested, employers often seek outside 

services. 

The larger the training population, the more likely employers are to 

rely on in-house resources. The major impetus behind this decision is 

economics. For instance, if there is a large "common need" for training, the 

likelihood increases that the program will be delivered more than once, thus 

resulting in economies of scale. However, when training is needed for only a 

few people, it is difficult to justify the time required for in-house 

development and delivery; the decision to go with an outside provider 

becomes more practical (Carneval et al, 1990). 

If the subject area of the training is sensitive or proprietary, training is 

likely to be done in-house regardless of other factors affecting the make-or-

buy decision. Sensitive or proprietary training is used to gain a competitive 

advantage. Employers rarely issue security clearances to outside resources to 

provide training of this nature (Carneval et al, 1990). 

Although cost is an important factor governing the make-or-buy 

decision, it is often considered in concert with other criteria. Sometimes it is 
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more cost effective to contract out; other times it is not. Therefore, most 

employers consider cost to be a secondary factor when deciding to make-or-

buy (Carneval et al, 1990). 

The size of an organization or its training department affects the 

weight employers place on criteria effecting the make-or-buy decision. It is 

important to note that just because a company is large, it does not necessarily 

follow that the company supports a large training department. However, a 

small employer or small training department is less likely to have the 

expertise, resources or time to meet a specialized need. A large department is 

more likely to have the resources necessary to conduct programs in-house 

(Carneval et al, 1990). 

An employer may also use an outside provider to bring in new ideas. 

Outside providers can rejuvenate a program and motivate employees to 

attend and learn. Some companies have policies not to use outside resources 

because top management believes that training needs should be met with 

inside resources. But it is rare that companies never use outside providers 

(Carneval et al, 1990). 

Organizations throughout the United States invest an amount 

annually in education and training for their employees that rivals the public 

and private investment in all of higher education, elementary and secondary 

education combined. One recent study estimates that the private sector alone 

invests $45 billion in education and training programs for its employees 

(Gordon, 1990). Estimates that attempt to take into account indirect 

investments (including employee time) as well as accounting for all types of 

public and private sector organizations that support training, put the total 
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figure as high as $200 billion per year (Harkins, 1989). Whatever the actual 

figure, American business has made a substantial commitment to education 

and training. 

These investments are growing, not only in volume, but also in terms 

of their importance to regional and national economies engaged in national 

and international competition. The emerging strategic importance of 

education and training has been emphasized in reports from professional 

organizations such as the Institute for Electrical and Electronics Engineers 

(IEEE) and the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD), 

think tanks such as SRI International, and publications such as Training 

Magazine. 

Organizations assess corporate investments in education and training 

and seek to put that investment to work through enhancing corporate 

strategic objectives (Smith, 1994). Such efforts involve top management 

awareness, intense self-study, and assessment of related issues such as basic 

skills training that may be required to bolster the workforce. Respondents 

have noted that policy and practice may need to be reformed to allow 

education and training to effectively impact corporate strategies objectives. 

Company sponsored education and training is entering a new era of 

importance. 

The strategic aspect of education and training is determined internally 

by individual organizations. Education and training are strategic in that they 

help define the future and the corporate culture of the organization. 

Organizations that treat education and training strategically assume 

accountability for the development and maintenance of job and professional 
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skills of their employees in exchange for better control over the competitive 

strength of the organization ("Training 2000," 1990). 

This approach contradicts the assumption that initial preparation of 

the labor force and essential maintenance or development of competencies 

are the responsibility of the individual employee or the formal education 

system. Historically, organizations have recruited entry level talent from the 

available labor pool and upgraded the workforce as needed through 

replacement rather than by education and training. Today, corporations are 

more likely to retrain existing employees than hire new ones. This has 

opened the door for external training providers because most organizations 

are not inclined to add costly overhead to internal training departments. 

Companies are training more employees, but they are not adding staff. This 

reflects a mandate to "do more with less." Respondents staff is not increasing; 

in many corporations layoffs and downsizing has reduced staff size (Geber, 

1994). 

It is projected that the size and the profile of the American workforce 

will change significantly in the next two decades. The new generation of 

workers will likely be fewer in number and include a greater proportion of 

females, minorities, and disadvantaged groups who tend to be less educated 

or have less formal educational preparation. The practice of recruiting from a 

large, relatively homogeneous and well educated workforce will largely 

diminish. Recruitment costs and turnover are increasing concerns; 

corporations no longer solve workforce problems through recruitment alone. 

Consequently, a higher percentage of the available workforce will have to 

used more effectively to meet corporate workforce needs. One way to enhance 
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the overall effectiveness of the workforce is through appropriate use of 

education and training programs that support corporate strategic goals 

("Training 2000," 1990). 

Growing competition in regional, national, and international markets 

mandates the need for higher productivity from workers. Trends since World 

War II indicate that the infusion of technology and the creation of a more 

highly qualified workforce are key contributors to increased productivity. As 

technology permeates the workplace, home and community, new 

employment opportunities are created that require higher and different skill 

levels and greater ability to adapt. Increased education makes an employee 

more productive in family, social, and work environments. Advanced 

education and retraining enable the employee to more effectively use 

technology tools to increase the company's competitive edge and contribute 

to greater overall success (Gordon, 1993). 

The growth of productivity can be accelerated through the advanced 

development of technologies, and these require an even more highly 

educated workforce. Better paying job opportunities increase in those areas 

which are expanding rapidly due to an increase in new technologies. Workers 

often are upgraded into these areas through cross-training or enhancement of 

their skills. Entry level workers often win their jobs on the strength of their 

formal education, but quickly enter corporate education and training 

programs to target and enhance skills that are critical to productivity. 

Training is needed for those entering the workforce, as well as continuous re-

education and retraining for existing employees, to keep pace with 

occupational and technological advances. Competitive organizations have 
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made education and training an integral part of their corporate culture 

(Gordon, 1993). 

The strategic value of education and training is recognized by many of 

the leading corporations in America. Education and training budgets have 

tended to be small, subject to cuts during slack periods in the economy, and 

highly decentralized in terms of placement within the corporate 

organizational structure. Education and training have historically been more 

of a reward for employees by giving them time away from the job. However, 

education and training are increasingly tied to productivity and operational 

objectives. They are used to increase the capacities of the workforce by raising 

the overall level of workforce skills. More than 37 percent of all U.S. 

organizations with 100 or more employees offer some kind of remedial basic 

education (Industry Report, 1991). This suggests that education and training 

can upgrade human capital in the same way that similar investments are 

made to upgrade and maintain equipment. 

Competition demands quality control and effectiveness at the interface 

with the customer. Another value of education and training is that it keeps a 

well prepared workforce close to the point of productivity: the production 

line, the sales point, and the point of delivery of service. Through the study 

and adoption of total quality management and total quality improvement, 

corporations have determined that the closer decisions are to the point of 

productivity, the more efficient and effective those decisions are. Quality 

improvement was identified as the single most important training challenge 

facing American corporations in 1991 ("Industry Report," 1991). Investments 

in education and training impact the corporate bottom line because they tend 



36 

to increase quality of products, services, and overall organization 

competitiveness. The investment in education and training is increasingly 

looked upon by corporations as a strategic investment that directly contributes 

to higher levels of efficiency and productivity. 

Corporate training managers and trainers have responded to economic 

pressures and downsizing by streamlining their training programs in an 

effort to enhance productivity through quality training while holding the line 

on training budgets (Geber, 1990). In order to provide more and better training 

without increasing costly overhead, many corporate trainers outsource to 

qualified training providers in their communities. In selecting such vendors 

for contract training, trainers may consider higher education institutions, 

consulting experts, proprietary suppliers or other public agencies for a variety 

of training needs. 

Many higher education institutions have recognized outsourcing as an 

important revenue opportunity, as well as the opportunity to build a 

partnership with the business community by providing needed services at a 

reasonable cost. The University of North Texas, East Texas State University, 

the University of Texas at Arlington, the University of Texas at Dallas, the 

University of Dallas ant the Dallas County Community College District 

cooperated to form an education center in downtown Dallas to conveniently 

and economically provide academic credit classes to the 110,000 downtown 

workers (Lopez, 1994). This may prove to be an important step in establishing 

awareness and credibility with the business community that could, in turn, 

lead to other outsourcing opportunities in corporate education and training. 
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There is a growing awareness in business that all resources must be 

aggressively identified and utilized. No corporation can afford to overlook 

the advantages of new strategies and new alliances. There are numerous 

examples of successful collaborations between academe and business, such as 

the assistance provided to farmers by the nation's agricultural colleges. 

European corporations have traditionally utilized academic expertise to their 

advantage. As those corporations expand to U.S. bases such as BMW in South 

Carolina and Mercedes Benz in Alabama, this tradition will likely encourage 

American businesses to do the same ("Practical Academics," 1994). 

Educational institutions must build comprehensive corporate 

extension programs that include special training workshops, on-site visits, 

personal interviews, training assessments, training implementation, and 

evaluation. But more importantly, they must make business aware of the 

convenience and cost-effectiveness of such programs. 

The most practical starting point for such a campaign is with known 

consumers of training. For 1991 Dun and Bradstreet reported 3,941 

organizations in North Texas (telephone area codes 214 and 817) with 100 or 

more employees. Each of these organizations represents multiple potential 

training opportunities for academic institutions. The Dallas chapter of the 

American Society of Training and Development has reported steady growth 

in membership; approximately 100 new members have joined each year. 

About half of the total membership are self-employed consultants or are 

seeking employment (DeMarco, 1994). These education and training 

professionals are highly active in their field, their organization, and their 
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community. Those who are employed by larger organizations are excellent 

"targets" for academic institutions. 

Educational institutions must stay current about prevailing trends and 

issues in business, both nationally and locally. In a comparison of prevailing 

opinions in North Texas to the national scene, patterns of corporate training 

cultures emerged. Top management of organizations in North Texas were 

slightly more likely to view training as more important to the organization's 

success than was top management of organizations in corporate America. 

Over 40% of the firms in North Texas thought training was much more 

important while 37% of corporate America thought so ("Training 2000," 

1990). 

Top management nationally and in Texas were likely to see training as 

important: 74.3% of the organizations in North Texas thought 

training/human resource department was either somewhat more or much 

more important compared to 72.9% of corporate America. Top management 

has recognized the importance of education and training: 40.7% say it as 

much more important; 33.6% say it as somewhat more important; 22% say it 

as neither more not less important; 3.2 percent say it as somewhat less 

important and 0.4% say it as much less important. These managers also see 

the increasing importance to training compared with opinions two years ago. 

("Training 2000," 1990). But it will be increasingly important to review the 

practice of corporate training to determine whether practice supports this 

opinion, to determine which topics are emphasized, and identify the most 

widely used sources of contract training. 
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The importance of training is confirmed by the statistics that report the 

amount of spending on training and development. A total of $1.25 billion 

was estimated to have been spent on training and development among the 

3,941 organizations with 100 or more employees in North Texas in 1989 

("Training 2000," 1990). Training budgets are divided into external and 

internal spending. Academic institutions may claim a slice of the external pie. 

External spending includes seminars, conferences, customer materials, 

outside services, and off-the-shelf materials. In North Texas external 

spending is about 18% of the total training budget. Internal spending includes 

staff salaries, overhead, facilities, and hardware. The average spending on 

internal training was $262,851; external spending was $55,548. Of that external 

amount, $11,880 was spent on the average for contract training. Academic 

institutions must seek a substantial portion of that figure. The average 

training budget was $318,399 ("Training 2000," 1990). 

For 1990, among companies with 2500-9999 employees in North Texas, 

59% planned for increased budget line items. The health services 

organizations tended to plan for very large increases. While North Texas 

expenditures are slightly less on the average than comparable expenditures by 

companies nationally, North Texas corporations report a slightly higher sense 

of the growing importance of education and training and slightly higher 

expectations for budgetary increases to match that perception. ("Training 

2000," 1990). A more detailed study is needed in this area to identify and track 

trends, and to identify those areas where businesses and educational 

institutions can cooperate in contract training partnerships. 
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Large North Texas corporations tend to be well staffed internally. Also, 

North Texas corporations are more likely to develop training materials 

in-house in 13 of 15 training areas: the exception being wellness and 

computer literacy. Corporations offering any of the 15 areas of training mix 

both internal and external sources, although only 17% of the training dollar is 

spent external to the corporation. ("Training 2000," 1990). However, as 

downsizing spreads, it is possible that corporations will reduce training staff 

and rely more on external training sources. A study to track this trend would 

allow educational institutions to better respond to specific types of corporate 

training needs. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study was designed to explore the role of contract training by 

academic institutions in corporate education and training programs. This 

exploratory study utilized a direct mail questionnaire to obtain information 

about the role of contract training by academic institutions in corporate 

education and training. 

Population 

The population encompassed 292 corporate education and training 

professionals within Dallas metroplex organizations that support 

corporations with 100 or more employees. 

Selection of the Subjects 

A master list of 292 Dallas education and training professionals 

comprising 25 percent of Dallas American Society of Training and 

Development (ASTD) members was compiled from the 1991 Dallas chapter 

membership directory. These individuals work for organizations that have 

also been identified on the Dun and Bradstreet list of U.S. organizations with 

at least 100 employees that reflect an accurate general profile of Dallas 

businesses with 100 or more employees. Individuals listed as consultants or 

affiliated with noncorporate organizations were not included on the list. Two 

hundred were sent survey instruments and 92 individuals were held in 

41 
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reserve to serve as replacements for nonrespondents. All of the 292 

individuals had an equal opportunity for initial selection. By sending out 200 

surveys to education and training personnel, it was expected to be less 

difficult to obtain at least 100 usable responses. Additional individuals were 

selected from the master list to obtain the maximum number of usable 

responses. 

Description of the Instrument 

The questionnaire was divided into four sections. 

Section One gathered demographic information about corporate education 

and training departments sampled: 

1. To what type of industry does the respondent belong? 

2. What type of job function does the respondent perform? 

3. What is the primary function of the respondents department? 

Section Two gathered information about corporate education and training 

department use of contract training by academic institutions: 

1. Is contract training by academic institutions used by the responding 

education and training department? 

2. How much is contract training by academic institutions used by the 

responding education and training department? 

3. Do these education and training departments believe that contract 

training by academic institutions is valuable (i.e., assists them in 

reaching training program goals)? 

4. How many total training hours are conducted by the organization in 

a years time? How many training hours are conducted during an 
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employees paid time? How many training hours are conducted 

during an employees non-paid time? 

5. How many employees work in the entire organization? In the Dallas 

location? 

6. How many of the organization employees are exempt? 

7. How much of the total training program focuses on exempt 

employees? 

8. How much time is allocated to the entire training program? 

9. For 1991, what was the organization's total training budget? How 

much was spent on contract training by academic institutions? How 

much was spent on contract training by other sources? How much 

was spent on internal training? 

10. For 1992, what is the organization's forecast for total training budget? 

How much will be spent on contract training by academic 

institutions? How much will be spent on contract training by other 

sources? How much will be spent on internal training? 

11. Do certain categories of employees receive more training than others? 

What is the relationship between categories of employees, total 

training hours per category, contract training by academic institution 

per category, contract training by other source per category, and in-

house training per category? 

Section Three gathered information about corporate utilization of academic 

institutions for contract training: 
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1. Do education and training departments believe that particular 

academic institutions in the North Texas area can provide better 

contract training than others? What factors influence this opinion? 

Section Four gathered information on training priorities and the use of 

contract training by academic institutions in corporate education and training 

departments: 

1. What training categories are most important to the organization's 

overall training program? 

2. Is contract training by academic institutions more suitable for use in 

certain categories of training than others? 

3. How much is contract training by academic institutions now used in 

different types of training categories? 

To obtain content and construct validity in the instrument, three 

subject matter experts in higher education, educational research and with a 

background in contract or corporate education and training reviewed the 

questionnaire. Each member was provided with a statement of the problem, 

purposes of the study, and the research questionnaire. Any item considered 

inappropriate by a majority of the panel was revised and resubmitted, or 

eliminated. 

Procedures for the Collection of Data 

The study was carried out within the Dallas metroplex area, including 

the outlying suburbs of Garland, Mesquite, Irving, Carrollton, Richardson and 

Piano, so that results could be generalized to the population of Dallas 

corporate education and training departments. Findings may change 
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significantly in other locations due to the differing numbers and types of 

corporations located there. 

In the interests of efficiency and access to subjects, a paper and pencil 

instrument that elicits responses or answers to questions in the absence of the 

researcher (a direct-mail questionnaire) was mailed to training managers 

within corporate education and training departments who can identify 

current activities and training interests and who have the authority to act 

upon training recommendations. The title of this function varies, but is 

usually located in the managerial or executive level of organizations. 

A homogeneous sample was selected from a master list of education 

and training departments in Dallas with 100 or more employees. This did not 

include small corporations or businesses with fewer than 100 employees 

because they are less likely to have a formalized and continuous training 

function administered by a training professional. In smaller organizations, 

the training function is usually administered on a part-time basis through 

another administrative or human resource department. 

The sample reflected all types of industry, including health care, 

insurance, government, media, financial services, retail, communication, 

transportation, real estate, banking, grocery and convenience stores, food 

distribution, hotels and motels, oil and gas, and manufacturing. All 

industries provide a service or a product to the Dallas community. See 

Appendix B for a copy of the master list. 

The questionnaire distribution was administered as follows: 

Step One: Mail out of cover letter and questionnaire. 

y. Mail out of reminder postcard after one week. 
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Step Three: Mail out of second cover letter and replacement 

questionnaire after three weeks. 

Step Four: Follow-up telephone call after five weeks. 

A questionnaire and cover letter was mailed on a Monday so that it 

arrived on Tuesday. The questionnaire was completed by the training 

manager and returned to the researcher in a self-addressed, prepaid envelope 

for compilation and analysis. If necessary, a reminder postcard was sent in 

one week. A follow-up cover letter and second questionnaire were sent to 

nonrespondents three weeks after the first mail out; a follow-up telephone 

call was made five weeks after the initial mailing. 

In an effort to maximize the response rate, the Total Design Method 

(TDM) suggested by Rossi, Wright, and Anderson (1983) was employed in the 

design and construction of the survey and mailing procedures. Based on TDM 

findings, the following recommendations were used to enhance survey 

response: 

1. White or off-white stationery/association letterhead. 

2. Inclusion of stamped return envelopes. 

3. Questionnaire that takes no more than 30 minutes to complete. 

4. Attractive questionnaire layout. 

5. Official sponsorship of survey (The Association for Higher Education 

of North Texas). 

6. Personalization of correspondence. 

7. Addition of title under sender's name. 

8. Anonymity and confidentiality. 
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9. Cover letter composition: permissive, long and reasoned, a plea for 

help, a request for favor, stress on social usefulness of study, and 

importance of respondent to study success. 

10. Offer of incentive (copy of survey results). 

11. Use of repeated follow-ups by mail and/or telephone. 

12. Timing of follow-ups. 

A reminder postcard was mailed to the respondents one week after the 

initial mailout. A second cover letter and replacement survey were sent to 

those individuals who have not responded after three weeks. A follow-up 

telephone call was placed to nonrespondents one week after the mailout of 

the second cover letter and replacement survey. If these steps were 

unsuccessful in garnering a 50 percent response rate, additional subjects were 

selected from the list. 

Procedures for the Treatment of Data 

Data were reported in frequencies and percentages, and were arranged 

into tables for ease of comprehension and interpretation. For each question, 

the number of responses were totaled and a frequency count was tallied. 

All survey questions that were binary forced choice or multiple choice 

allowed each individual response to that question to be tallied into a category 

for comparison through frequency counts. All open-ended questions asked 

for a specific numeric response to establish an accurate range. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The data presented are the results obtained from a survey of 

professionals responsible for education and training departments that are (1) 

located in the Dallas metroplex and (2) employ more than 100 people. The 

survey instrument was designed to measure awareness of higher education 

institutions, opinions of higher education institutions as contract trainers, 

and topics that are suitable for contract training by a higher education 

institution. The descriptive information collected provided the basis for a 

comparison of these attitudes and functions to those described in national 

surveys. 

Survey Results 

Two hundred survey instruments were mailed to corporate trainers 

identified from the American Society of Training and Development (ASTD) 

local chapter directory. To establish a valid data base, it was decided a 50% 

return of the population would be desirable, or a minimum of 100 responses. 

Twenty seven responses were received within three weeks after the 

initial mailing. A follow-up mailing which included a second personalized 

letter, a survey instrument, and a self-addressed envelop to the 173 
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nonrespondents was executed 22 days after the initial mailing. Six 

questionnaires were received by the designated return date. Beginning the day 

after the designated return date, the 167 nonrespondents were called. Ninety 

three of the nonrespondents were reached on the first telephone call. When 

queried about intended response or reason for nonresponse, 78 said that they 

did not complete the survey instrument due to excessive length that would 

require too much time; two said that they did not feel qualified to answer; 13 

said that they were too busy due to assuming extra duties. Seventy four of the 

nonrespondents could not be reached after a series of three telephone calls. 

Twenty three of the nonrespondents had moved with no forwarding address. 

Nineteen were no longer employed at the company. Twenty three could not 

be reached via mail or telephone. Nine returned questionnaires were 

unusable because fewer than half the items were completed. All of the 

reachable nonrespondents declined to be interviewed over the telephone in 

order to complete the survey. 

To achieve 100 usable responses, a second target population of 200 

corporate trainers was selected from the American Society of Training and 

Development local chapter directory. Six weeks after the original first 

mailing, a survey instrument, personalized letter and self-addressed envelop 

was mailed to the second group. By the designated return date, 18 

questionnaires were returned. A follow-up mailing to this second group 

which included a second personalized letter, a survey instrument, and a self-

addressed envelope was sent to the 182 nonrespondents 22 days after the first 

mailing. Twelve questionnaires were received in response. Beginning the day 

after the designated return date for the second mailing, the nonrespondents 
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were called. Sixty eight of the nonrespondents were reached on the first 

telephone call. When queried about intended response or reason for 

nonresponses, 39 said that they did not complete the survey instrument due 

to excessive length that would require too much time, four said that they did 

not feel qualified to answer; 15 said that they were too busy due to assuming 

extra duties. Ten of the trainers returned questionnaires after the follow-up 

telephone call. One hundred and two of the nonrespondents could not be 

reached after a series of three telephone calls. Thirty eight of the 

nonrespondents had moved with no forwarding address. Sixty nine were no 

longer employed at the company. All of the reachable nonrespondents 

declined to be interviewed over the telephone in order to complete the 

survey. A total of 38 questionnaires were returned from the second group. Of 

the reviewed total population of 400 corporate trainers, the 71 usable 

responses resulted in a 17.7 percent response rate. This response rate was 

lower than projected due to excessive length of the survey instrument, some 

of the respondents did not feel qualified to answer the questions, and many of 

the trainers were too busy due to assuming extra duties. It should be noted 

that this time period coincided with massive layoffs and re-assignment of 

training staff in many Dallas companies. 

Demographic Information 

The first three questions (Section 1) of the survey instrument addressed 

respondent demographics and gathered information about the respondents, 

industry, job, and department. In order to provide descriptive information 

about the work environment of responding corporate trainers, information 
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about these environments are organized and presented in Tables 1-3. Not all 

of the 71 respondents included information for these items. 

Corporate Training Practices 

The corporate trainers were asked to provide information about their 

utilization of academic institutions as contract training providers, the 

number of employee training hours provided in their organization, the value 

they placed on contract training provided by academic institutions, whether 

training occurred during regularly scheduled work hours, the number of 

employees in their organization, the number of exempt employees in their 

organization, the number of hours spent of training exempt employees, total 

training program hours, the 1991 training budget, the 1992 training budget, 

and total training hours allocated and the source of this training. 

Industry Affiliation 

Information about training conducted by various industries is gathered 

annually by Lakewood Publications. The same categories used by Lakewood 

Publications were used in asking respondents to classify the type of industry 

in which they worked. These results are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Type of Industry 

14 Manufacturing 
7 Communication 
6 Government 
6 Transportation 
5 Financial Services 
5 Retail 
4 Food distribution 
3 Oil and Gas 
3 Real Estate 
2 Banking 
1 Grocery/Convenience Stores 
I Hotels and Motels 
0 Media 
II Other 

An examination of Table 1 indicates that the many of the 68 

respondents to this item (14) worked in companies affiliated with 

manufacturing; however, 11 respondents wrote in the category of "other." No 

other categories were as well represented: communication (7), transportation 

(6), government (6), financial services (5), retail (5), food distribution (4), real 

estate (3), oil and gas (3), banking (2), and hotels and motels (1). 

Job Description 

Respondents were asked to select the category that best described their 

job function. The majority of the 70 respondents to this item identified 

themselves as a training/human resource development manager or 

executive (36); a significant number of respondents categorized themselves as 

a training or human resource development specialist (27). Of the remaining 
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responses, six selected "other" to indicate that their function was not 

specifically reflected in the survey instrument, and one selected the category 

of general corporate management. None of the respondents identified 

themselves as a personnel manager/specialist or as a manager/supervisor in 

other than training/personnel. The results of the respondent's job 

descriptions are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Type of Tob 

36 Training/HRD Manager/Executive 
27 Training/HRD Specialist 
1 General Corporate Management (non-training) 
0 Manager/supervisor other than 

training/ personnel 
0 Personnel Manager/Specialist 
6 Other 

Department Descriptions 

The respondents were also asked to indicate a category that best 

described the primary function of their department. The majority of the 68 

respondents to this item described their department function as 

training/human resource development (49). The remaining responses were: 

other (9); personnel/human resources (7); customer service (2); 

marketing/sales (1); operations (1). None of the respondents described their 

department's primary function as data processing or 

production/manufacturing. These results are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Type of Department 

49 Training/Human resource 
development 

7 Personnel/Human resources 
2 Customer Service 
1 Marketing/Sales 
1 Operations 
0 Data Processing 
0 Production/Manufacturing 
9 Other (please specify) 

Utilization of Contract Training by an Academic Institution 

Of the 69 respondents to this item, 51 reported that their organization 

did not receive contract training from local academic institutions; 18 

respondents reported utilization of contract training from a local academic 

institution. 

Level of Contract Training by an Academic Institution 

The majority of respondents reported zero hours of employee training 

hours from an academic institution (47); ten responses indicated 1 to 20 hours 

of utilization; five reported 21 to 40 hours; two responses indicated 41 to 60 

hours; five responses reported 61 to 80 hours of employee training from an 

academic institution. These results are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Hours of Academic Contract Training 

47 0 hour 
10 1 to 20 hours 
5 21 to 40 hours 
2 41 to 60 hours 
5 61 to 80 hours 

Perceived Value of Contract Training by an Academic Institution 

A 5 point scale was used to measure response to the statement "We do 

not find it necessary to use contract training by academic institutions in our 

program." Eight respondents strongly disagreed; 17 disagreed; 19 were neutral; 

18 agreed; and 9 strongly disagreed. These results are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Value of Academic Contract Training 

strongly 

disagree disagree neutral agree strongly agree 

8 17 19 18 9 

Training During Scheduled Work Hours 

The respondents reported 164,141 total training hours sponsored by 

their organizations; 161,025 training hours were scheduled during regular 



56 

working hours for which the employee was paid. Only 3,116 training hours 

were scheduled during times other than regular working hours. 

Employment at Site Compared to Entire Organization 

The respondents reported on employment levels at their Dallas 

location and in their whole organization. There were 32 Dallas sites and five 

whole organizations in the category of 1-499 employees. There were 10 Dallas 

sites and six whole organizations in the category of 500-999 employees. 

Respondents reported nine Dallas sites and 12 whole organizations in the 

category of 1,000-2,499 employees. They reported 12 Dallas sites and 32 whole 

organizations in the category of over 2,500 employees. Sixty three respondents 

reported on employment levels at their Dallas area locations; 55 reported on 

all locations in their organization. These results are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Number of Employees in Organization 

Whole 
Organization 

5 
6 
12 
32 

Dallas Area 
Location Only 

32 
10 
9 
12 

Number of 
Employees 

1-499 
500-999 

1,000-2,499 
over 2,500 

Employment Status 

Seventy one respondents reported that their organizations employed 

65,727 exempt workers. Exempt or salaried employees are paid a set amount 
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yearly or monthly as opposed to hourly wage workers. However, 34 

respondents did not reply to this survey item. The responding trainers also 

reported that their organizations focused 343,192 training hours on exempt 

employees out of the reported total training program of 1,868,010 hours in 

these organizations. 

Training Budget Size and Expenditures for 1991 

In reviewing budget expenditures during 1991, costs were categorized 

into total budget, internal training, contract training by external sources other 

than academic institutions, and contract training by academic institutions. 

Twenty-seven of the respondents did not indicate how much their 

organization spends annually on contract training by academic institution, 

contract training by other sources, internal training, and the overall training 

program. 

Of the 37 respondents who answered this item, for the 1991 total 

training budget, 16 reported expenditures of $1 million or more, six reported 

expenditures of $500,000 to $999,999,15 reported a total budget of $100,000 to 

$499,999,6 reported a total budget of $50,000 to $99,000,4 reported a budget of 

$20,000 to 49,999, eight reported a budget of less than $19,999, and 1 reported a 

total budget of $50 or less than $50 for 1991. 

For internal training, nine trainers reported a budget of $1 million or 

more; five reported expenditures of $500,000 to $999,999, 13 reported budgets 

of $100,000 to $499,999; six reported budgets of $50,000 to $99,000; four reported 

budgets of $20,000 to $49,999; eight reported budget of less than 19,999; and one 

reported expenditures on internal training of less than $50. In the category of 

utilization of contract training from an external source other than an 
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academic institution, one respondent reported a 1991 expenditure of more 

than $1 million; two reported expenditures in the category of $500,000 to 

$999,999; ten reported expenditures from $100,000 to $499,999; eight reported 

expenditures from $50,000 to $99,999; seven reported expenditures from 

$20,000 to $49,999; 17 reported expenditures of less than $20,000; five reported 

that during 1991, their organization spent less than $50 for contract training 

services from an external source other than an academic institution. In 

describing amounts spent on purchasing contract training services from 

academic institutions, one respondent reported expenditures of $50,000 to 

$99,999; six respondents reported expenditures of $20,000 to $49,999; 11 

reported expenditures of less than $20,000; and 11 reported expenditures of $50 

or less for contract training from academic institutions during 1991. There 

were no reports of expenditures greater than $99,999 during 1991 for contract 

training by an academic institution. Nine of the respondents noted that this 

information pertained to their location only, not the whole organization. 

These results are presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

1991 Training Budget 

Contract Contract Internal Total 
Training/ Training/ Training Budget 
Academic Other 

$50 11 5 1 1 
$1 to $19,999 11 17 13 8 
$20,000 to $49,999 6 7 8 4 
$50,000 to $99,999 1 8 6 6 
$100,000 to $499,999 0 10 13 15 
$500,000 to $999,999 0 2 5 6 
$1 million or more 0 1 9 16 

Projected Training Budget Size and Expenditure for 1992 

In forecasting budget expenditures for 1992, costs were categorized into 

total budget, internal training, contract training by external sources other than 

academic institutions, and contract training by academic institutions. Thirty 

of the respondents did not indicate how much their organization projected 

for these categories. Forty one respondents completed these items. 

In the category of total 1992 training budget, 16 projected total budget of 

more than $1 million; five projected a budget of $500,000 to $999,999; 12 

projected budgets of $100,000 to $499,999; nine projected budgets of $50,000 to 

$99,999; one projected a budget of $20,000 to $49,999; nine projected budgets of 

less than $20,000; and none projected a total training budget for 1992 of less 

than $50. 
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For internal training, 13 respondents projected a budget of $1 million 

or more; five reported expenditures of $500,000 to $999,999; nine projected a 

budget of $100,000 to $499,999; eight forecasted budgets of $50,000 to $99,999; six 

planned budgets of $20,000 to $49,999; 14 planned budgets of less than $20,000; 

and none projected expenditure of less than $50 for internal training. In 

describing the utilization of contract training from an external source other 

than an academic institution, two respondents predicted a 1992 expenditure of 

more than $1 million; three planned expenditures in the category of $500,000 

to $999,999; 11 projected expenditures from $100,00 to $499,999; nine planned 

expenditures from $50,000 to $99,999; 12 planned expenditures from $20,000 to 

$49,999; 14 respondents forecast that their organization would spend less than 

$20,000 for contract training from an external source other than an academic 

institution; four predicted that their organization would spend less than $50 

for this training source. In forecasting the level of utilization of contract 

training by academic institutions, two respondents planned expenditures of 

$50,000 to $99,999; five respondents planned expenditures of $20,000 to 

$49,999; 11 projected expenditures of less than $20,000 for contract training 

from academic institutions; 15 planned to spend less than $50 for contract 

training from academic institutions. None of the respondents budgeted 

expenditures higher than $99,999 for contract training by academic 

institutions. These results are presented in Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Projected 1992 Training Budget 

Contract Contract Internal Total 
Training/ Training/ Training Budget 
Academic Other 

$0 15 4 0 0 
$1 to $19,999 11 14 14 9 
$20,000 to $49,999 5 12 6 1 
$50,000 to $99,999 2 9 8 9 
$100,000 to $499,999 0 11 9 12 
$500,000 to $999,999 0 0 13 16 
$1 million or more 0 0 13 16 

Who Gets How Much Training? 

Respondents were asked to provide information on that total training 

hours provided in their organization, the number of hours of contract 

training by academic institutions, the number hours of contract training 

provided by an external source other than academic institutions, and the 

number of hours of in-house training. 

Total training hours was defined as the total number of training hours 

received by a typical employee in each job category. Contract training by an 

academic institution was defined as the number of hours of contract training 

from an academic institution received by a typical employee in each category. 

Contract training by an external source other than an academic institution 

was defined as the number of hours of contract training from other sources 

received by a typical employee in each job category. In-house training was 
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defined as the number of hours of in-house training received by a typical 

employee in each job category. Ten types of employees were assessed: 

executives, senior managers, middle managers, supervisors or foremen, sales 

people, professionals, office or administrative workers, production workers, 

customer service employees, and other. 

It was reported that production workers received the highest total 

number of hours (3,752), followed by middle managers (2,880), 

supervisors/foremen (2,774), sales people (2,340), senior managers (2,111), 

executives (1,954), customer service employees (1,498), professionals (1,075), 

office and administrative workers (897), and others (558), including trainers, 

customers, management trainees, and police or fire personnel. 

Production workers also received the largest amount of contract 

training by an academic institution (1,046), followed distantly by professionals 

(185), middle managers (119), executives (108), other (95), senior managers 

(88), sales people (75), supervisors/foremen (32), and office and 

administrative workers (3). Customer service employees received no contract 

training from an academic institution. 

Middle managers received the greatest amount of contract training 

from an external source other than an academic institution (858), followed by 

senior managers (807), supervisors/foremen (768), executives (738), sales 

people (596), professionals (349), customer service employees (202), office and 

administrative workers (178), production workers (75), and other employees 

(34). 

In-house training was the most often used source of training. 

Production workers received the largest amount of in-house training (2,642), 
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followed by supervisors/foremen (2,468), middle managers (1,938), sales 

people (1,547), senior managers (1,363), customer service employees (1,292), 

executives (1,070), office and administrative workers (770), professionals (688), 

and other employees (429). These results are presented in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Allocation of Training 

Total Contract Contract In-house 
Training Training/ Training/ Training 

Hours Academic Other 

10 Executives (policy 
makers) 

1,954 108 738 1,070 

8 Senior managers 2,111 88 807 1,363 
7 Middle managers 2,880 119 858 1,938 
6 Supervisors/ foremen 2,774 32 768 2,468 
9 Sales people 2,340 75 596 1,547 
13 Professional (nurse, 

lawyer, computer 1,075 185 349 688 
scientist) 

8 Office / administrative 897 3 178 790 
12 Production workers 3,752 1,046 75 2642 
8 Customer service 

employees 
1,498 0 202 1,292 

15 Other (please specify) 
trainers, customers, 
management trainers. 

558 95 34 429 

Utilization of Academic Institutions for Contract Training 

Respondents were asked to provide information on whether their 

organization utilized an academic institution for contract training, which 
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academic institution in the Dallas metroplex that they used for contract 

training, and values they assigned to each academic institution in 

relationship to frequency of use, convenience of location, subject matter 

expertise, affordability, academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. 

Based on an extensive review of the literature and interviews with subject 

matter experts, convenience of location, perceived subject matter expertise, 

perceived affordability, perceived academic reputation, and the perceived 

quality of each institution's adult learning strategy were factors contributing 

to the utilization of contract training by an academic institution in a corporate 

education and training program. 

Respondents were asked to assign a value of one to five (one 

equivalent to a low value, five equivalent to a high value) in assessing each 

of the eighteen colleges and university in the North Texas area. These 

rankings were translated into a numeric value to represent how often each 

institution was utilized for contract training, convenience of the institution's 

geographic location, perceived expertise of the academic institution in 

relevant topic areas, how affordable the institution is in costs for contract 

training services, quality of the institution's academic reputation, and an 

appropriate adult learning strategy by the institution 

Respondents assessed eighteen colleges: Amber University, Austin 

College. Baylor University, Collin County Community College District, Cooke 

County Community College, Dallas Baptist University, Dallas County 

Community College District, East Texas State University, Southern Methodist 

University, Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Tarrant County 

Community College District, Texas Wesleyan College, Texas Woman's 
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University, University of Dallas, University of North Texas, University of 

Texas at Arlington, University of Texas at Dallas, and University of Texas 

Southwestern Medical School. Respondents were instructed to leave an item 

blank if they did not know or did not have an opinion. The values assigned 

to each of these characteristics represents the respondents belief in whether 

each of the academic institutions is qualified to perform contract training. The 

first set of items deals with the respondent's perceptions of the overall 

institution and does not deal with specific subject areas. 

In the respondent's assessments, Amber University was infrequently 

used; fourteen of the nineteen responses gave Amber the lowest ranking. In 

convenience of location, five respondents found the Amber campus in 

Garland to be highly convenient while four other respondents found the 

location to be highly inconvenient. Five of the respondents rated Amber as 

moderately qualified in relevant subject matter expertise. Respondents were 

spread in their opinions about Amber's affordability, but most felt that Amber 

had a good academic reputation and adult learning strategy. The average rate 

of nonresponse was 31.5. These results are presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Assessment of Amber University 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Amber University 

frequency of use 14 1 3 0 1 24 
convenient location 4 2 2 2 5 33 
subject matter expertise 2 1 5 3 2 33 
affordable 3 3 3 0 2 33 
academic reputation 2 2 2 5 0 33 
adult learning strategy 1 0 1 4 3 33 

Respondents reported that Austin College was infrequently used; all 16 

responses gave Austin College the lowest ranking. In convenience of 

location, all seven responses noted that the Austin College location in 

Sherman, Texas, was highly inconvenient. Four of the respondents rated 

Austin College as unqualified in relevant subject matter expertise; this 

suggests that respondents do not perceive a correlation between a strong 

liberal arts education and specific business skills. Respondents also reported 

unfavorably about the Austin College's affordability. They were spread in 

their opinions about Austin College's academic reputation, but reported 

favorably on the college's adult learning strategy. The average rate of 

nonresponse was 27.3. These results are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Assessment of Austin College 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Austin College 

frequency of use 16 0 0 0 0 25 
convenient location 7 0 0 0 0 28 
subject matter expertise 4 0 1 1 0 28 
affordable 4 0 1 0 0 28 
academic reputation 2 0 1 1 2 28 
adult learning strategy 4 0 1 0 1 27 

Fifteen respondents reported a high frequency of use for Baylor 

University, although eight noted that the college's location in Waco, Texas, 

was highly inconvenient. Four of the of respondent's rated Baylor highly in 

relevant subject matter expertise and academic reputation, but reported that 

Baylor was fairly expensive and provided only an average adult learning 

strategy. The average nonresponse rate to these items was 27.3. These results 

are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Assessment of Baylor University 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Baylor University 

frequency of use 15 1 0 0 0 24 
convenient location 8 2 0 0 0 27 
subject matter expertise 1 0 1 5 0 28 
affordable 2 0 2 0 0 28 
academic reputation 1 1 1 5 0 28 
adult learning strategy 1 0 3 1 0 29 

In the respondent's assessments, the Collin County Community 

College District was infrequently used; fifteen of the nineteen responses gave 

the district low ratings for frequency of use. In convenience of location, eight 

respondents found the district locations in north Piano and McKiriney highly 

inconvenient. Five of the respondents rated the district as moderately well 

qualified in relevant subject matter expertise, and most respondents rated the 

district well in affordability, academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. 

The average nonresponse rate to these items was 26. These results are 

presented in Table 13. 
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Assessment of Collin County Community College District 
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Low 
1 

High NR 
5 

Collin County Community College District 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

11 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 
2 
2 
2 
1 

1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
3 

1 
0 
1 
1 
2 
1 

24 
26 
27 
27 
27 
25 

Fourteen of the respondents reported an infrequent use of Cooke 

County Community College in Gainesville, Texas; seven noted an 

inconvenient location. The campus is 63 miles north of Dallas, approximately 

a 90-minute drive. Most had no knowledge or opinion of the college in terms 

of subject matter expertise, affordability, academic reputation or adult 

learning strategy; two respondents consistently ranked Cooke County 

Community College poorly in these categories although one respondent 

reported favorably on convenient location and affordability. The average 

nonresponse rate to these items was 26.5. These results are presented in Table 

14. 
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Table 14 

Assessment of Cooke County Community College 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Cooke County Community College 

frequency of use 14 1 0 0 0 23 
convenient location 7 1 0 0 1 26 
subject matter expertise 2 0 1 0 0 28 
affordable 2 0 1 0 1 27 
academic reputation 2 0 1 0 0 27 
adult learning strategy 2 0 1 0 0 28 

Fourteen respondents reported infrequent use of Dallas Baptist 

University; however, there was an equal spread of opinion about 

convenience location. Most of the respondents did not reply to items on 

subject matter expertise, affordabililty, academic reputation and adult learning 

strategy, indicating little awareness or knowledge about this institution. The 

average nonresponse rate to these items was 27.3. These results are presented 

in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Assessment of Dallas Baptist University 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Dallas Baptist University 

frequency of use 4 2 0 0 0 24 
convenient location 2 1 0 1 2 28 
subject matter expertise 2 1 2 0 0 28 
affordable 3 0 1 1 0 28 
academic reputation 2 1 1 0 0 28 
adult learning strategy 2 0 1 1 0 28 

Twelve respondents reported infrequent use of the Dallas County 

Community College District, but four respondents reported high frequency of 

use with seven other reporting a moderate level of use of contract training 

from one or more of the colleges in the district. Ten respondents ranked the 

multi-college district highly for convenience of location, and the majority 

reported favorably on relevant subject matter expertise, affordability, 

academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. The average nonresponse 

rate was 25.1. These results are presented in Table 16. 



Table 16 

Assessment of Dallas County Community College District 
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Low 
1 

High NR 
5 

Dallas County Community College District 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

12 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

3 
2 
4 
2 
7 
0 

2 
1 
5 
3 
5 
6 

4 
10 
3 
6 
2 
2 

22 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 

Fourteen respondents reported infrequent use of East Texas State 

University and eight noted that the campus location was highly 

inconvenient. Although four respondents noted that the college was 

moderately affordable, ratings were low for relevant subject matter expertise, 

academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. The average nonresponse 

rate to these items was 26.5. These results are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

Assessment of East Texas State University 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

East Texas State University 

frequency of use 14 1 1 0 0 26 
convenient location 8 1 1 0 0 27 
subject matter expertise 2 0 2 1 0 27 
affordable 2 0 4 0 0 27 
academic reputation 2 0 2 1 0 27 
adult learning strategy 2 0 2 1 0 27 

Ten respondents reported infrequent use of Southern Methodist 

University for contract training; however, seven reported moderate use and 

six reported frequent use. The Southern Methodist University campus is in 

the central Dallas area; only four respondents found this location 

inconvenient while twelve respondents found it moderately convenient, and 

six respondents rated this location as highly convenient. Respondents also 

assessed Southern Methodist University favorably for relevant subject matter 

expertise: sixteen respondents rated it as moderate or better; only four rated it 

poorly in this category. However, eight of the respondents felt that Southern 

Methodist University was not affordable and another seven rated it poorly in 

terms of expense while four respondents said that the college was highly 

affordable. Opinion about academic reputation varied: four respondents rated 

it poorly, seven respondents rated the college's academic reputation in the 
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middle range, and five rated the college's academic reputation highly. 

Opinion on Southern Methodist University's adult learning strategy was 

spread, but the majority rated it as fair to good. The average nonresponse rate 

to these items was 23.3. These results are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18 

Assessment of Southern Methodist University 

Low 
1 

High NR 
4 5 

Southern Methodist University 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

10 
4 
2 
8 
4 
3 

4 
0 
2 
5 
2 
1 

3 
7 
4 
2 
1 
5 

2 
4 
5 
0 
4 
7 

6 
6 
7 
4 
5 
3 

21 
23 
24 
24 
24 
24 

Thirteen respondents reported infrequent use of Southwestern Baptist 

Theological Seminary and the nonresponse rate to the categorical items was 

very high. Three respondents rated the college poorly for convenience of 

location; two reported the lowest rating for subject matter expertise; two rated 

it as unaffordable; two rated it as a poor academic reputation; and two 

reported a poor adult learning strategy. The average nonresponse rate was 

27.3. It is likely that the college's mission of religious training conflicted with 

corporate training needs. These results are presented in Table 19. 



Table 19 

Assessment of Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary 

75 

Low 
1 

High NR 
5 

Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

13 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 

Ten respondents reported infrequent use of the Tarrant County 

Community College District; two reported occasional use, two reported 

moderate use, and two reported frequent use. Three respondents reported 

that the campuses were inconveniently located; five rated the campus 

location in the poor to good range; five rated the campus locations as highly 

convenient. Eight of the respondents rated the college's affordability as either 

fair or good, and three rated it as excellent. Three respondents rated the 

college as fair on academic reputation while two rated it as good and two 

more rated it as excellent. The college's adult learning strategy was rated as 

poor by one respondent, fair by two respondents, good by four respondents, 

and excellent by two respondents. The average nonresponse rates was 26.5. 

These results are presented in Table 20. 



Table 20 

Assessment of Tarrant County Community College District 
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Low 
1 

High NR 
5 

Tarrant County Community College District 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

10 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 

2 
2 
4 
2 
3 
2 

0 
2 
4 
4 
2 
4 

2 
5 
2 
3 
2 
2 

24 
27 
27 
27 
27 
27 

Fourteen respondents reported infrequent use of Texas Wesleyan 

College for contract training. Three respondents rated the campus location in 

Fort Worth as highly inconvenient; two rated it as inconvenient; and one 

rated it as very convenient. Respondents did not endorse the college as a 

relevant subject matter source: three rated it very poor and two rated it as fair. 

Two respondents reported that the college was not affordable, two reported it 

as moderately affordable, and one rated it as highly affordable. Two 

respondents reported the college's academic reputation as very poor and three 

reported it as fair. Two respondents rated the adult learning strategy as very 

poor, two rated it as fair, and one rated it as excellent. The average 

nonresponse rate was 27.5. These results are presented in Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Assessment of Texas Weslevan College 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Texas Wesleyan College 

frequency oi: use 14 1 0 0 0 24 
convenient location 3 2 0 0 1 29 
subject matter expertise 3 0 2 0 0 28 
affordable 2 0 2 0 1 28 
academic reputation 2 0 3 0 0 28 
adult learning strategy 2 0 2 0 1 28 

Fifteen of the respondents reported infrequent use of Texas Woman's 

University in Denton, Texas. Four respondents rated the campus location as 

highly inconvenient, two rate it as slightly inconvenient, and two rated it as 

highly convenient. Two respondents rated the college's relevant subject 

matter expertise as very poor, one rated it as poor, two rated it as average, and 

one rated it as excellent. Two respondents found the college to be 

unaffordable, while two found it average in cost and one rated it to be 

inexpensive. The college's academic reputation was rated as very poor by two 

respondents, three respondents rated it as average, and one rated it as good. 

Two respondents rated the college's adult learning strategy as very poor and 

two rated it as average. The average nonresponse rate was 26.5. These results 

are presented in Table 22. 
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Table 22 

Assessment of Texas Woman's University 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Texas Woman's University 

frequency of use 15 1 0 1 0 24 
convenient location 4 2 0 0 2 27 
subject matter expertise 2 1 2 0 1 27 
affordable 2 0 2 1 0 27 
academic reputation 2 0 3 1 0 27 
adult learning strategy 2 0 2 0 0 27 

The University of Dallas in Irving, Texas, was not used by ten of the 

respondents; two used the college for contract training infrequently, two used 

it occasionally, two used it frequently, and three used the University of Dallas 

regularly for contract training. The campus location in Irving was rated as 

very inconvenient by two respondents, slightly inconvenient by one 

respondent, and convenient by two respondents. Eleven respondents rated 

the location as very convenient. The college's subject matter expertise was 

rated as very poor by one respondent, poor by two respondents, fair by three 

respondents, good by four respondents, and excellent by two respondents. The 

college's academic reputation was rated as very poor by one respondent, poor 

by one respondent, average by three respondents, good by five respondents, 

and excellent by four respondents. The adult learning strategy as assessed as 

very poor by two respondents, average by one respondent good by seven 
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respondents, and excellent by two respondents. The average nonresponse rate 

was 25.6. These results are presented in Table 23. 

Table 23 

Assessment of University of Dallas 

Low 
1 

High NR 
4 5 

University of Dallas 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

10 
2 
1 
4 
1 
2 

2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
0 

2 
2 
3 
4 
3 
1 

2 
4 
4 
2 
5 
7 

3 
7 
2 
1 
4 
2 

24 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 

Ten of the respondents reported no use of the University of North 

Texas for contract training; four reported infrequent use, three reported 

occasional use, two reported moderate use, and two reported regular use. Five 

of the respondents reported that the campus location in Denton was highly 

inconvenient, one reported it as slightly inconvenient, one respondent 

reported it as an acceptable location, three found the location to be fairly 

convenient, and four found the Denton location to be highly convenient. The 

college's relevant subject matter expertise was rated as very poor by two 

respondents, poor by one respondent, moderate by three respondents, good by 

four respondents, and excellent by four respondents. Two respondents rated 
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the college's affordlability as very poor, one rated it as poor, five rated it as 

moderate, three rated it as good, and two rated it as excellent. Two 

respondents rated the college's academic reputation as very poor, two rated it 

as moderate, six rated it as good, and three rated it as excellent. The adult 

learning strategy was rated as very poor by two respondents, as average by two 

respondents, as good by six respondents, arid as excellent by three 

respondents. The average nonresponse rate was 26.3. These results are 

presented in Table 24. 

Table 24 

Assessment of University of North Texas 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

University of North Texas 

frequency of use 10 4 3 2 2 23 
convenient location 5 1 1 3 4 27 
subject matter expertise 2 1 3 4 4 27 
affordable 2 1 5 3 2 27 
academic reputation 2 0 2 6 3 27 
adult learning strategy 2 0 2 6 3 27 

Ten of the respondents reported that they did not use the University of 

Texas at Arlington for contract training; three reported infrequent use, two 

reported occasional use, two reported moderate use, and two reported 

frequent use. Four respondents rated the campus location in Arlington, 
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Texas, as highly inconvenient; one rated it as slightly inconvenient, four 

rated it as an acceptable location, two found it to be fairly convenient and four 

found the Arlington location to be highly convenient. The college's relevant 

subject matter expertise was rated as very poor by one respondent, poor by one 

respondent, moderate by four respondents, good by three respondents, and 

excellent by two respondents. One respondent rated the college's affordability 

as very poor, one rated it as poor, three rated it as moderate, three rated it as 

good, and two rated it as excellent. One respondent rated the college's 

academic reputation as very poor, two rated it as poor, one rated it as 

moderate, four rated it as very good, and two rated it as excellent. The adult 

learning strategy was rated as very poor by two respondents, as poor by two 

respondents, as moderate by one respondent, as good by five respondents, and 

as excellent by one respondent. The average nonresponse rate was 26.8. These 

results are presented in Table 25. 

Table 25 

Assessment of University of Texas at Arlington 

Low 
1 

High NR 
4 5 

University of Texas at Arlington 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

10 
4 
1 
1 
1 
2 

3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 
4 
3 
1 
1 

2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
5 

2 
4 
2 
2 
2 
1 

24 
26 
26 
28 
28 
29 
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Thirteen respondents reported that they did not use the University of 

Texas at Dallas for contract training; four reported occasional use, and three 

reported regular use. Three respondents rated the campus location as highly 

inconvenient, two rated it as slightly inconvenient, three rated it as an 

acceptable location, one rated it as slightly convenient, and four rated it as 

highly convenient. The college's relevant subject matter expertise was rated 

as very poor by one respondent, moderate by three respondents, good by four 

respondents, and excellent by one respondent. One respondent rated the 

college's affordability as very poor, three rated it as moderate, four rated it as 

good, and one rated it as excellent. One respondent rated the college's 

academic reputation as very poor, one rated it as poor, six rated it as good, and 

one rated it as excellent. The adult learning strategy was rated as very poor by 

one respondent, poor by one respondent, good by six respondents, and 

excellent by one respondent. The average nonresponse rate was 26.5. These 

results are presented in Table 26. 



Table 26 

Assessment of University of Texas at Dallas 

83 

Low 
1 

High NR 
4 5 

University of Texas at Dallas 

frequency of use 
convenient location 
subject matter expertise 
affordable 
academic reputation 
adult learning strategy 

13 0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 

4 
3 
3 
3 
0 
0 

0 
1 
4 
4 
6 
6 

3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

24 
27 
27 
27 
27 
27 

Fourteen of the respondents reported that they did not use the 

University of Texas Southwestern Medical School for contract training; one 

reported infrequent use, and one reported occasional use. Three of the 

respondents reported that the campus location was highly inconvenient, two 

reported that it was slightly inconvenient, one reported that the location was 

acceptable, one reported that the location was slightly convenient, and one 

reported that the location was highly convenient. The college's relevant 

subject matter expertise was rated as very poor by two respondents and as 

poor by one respondent. One respondent rated the college's affordability as 

very poor, one rated it as moderate, and one rated it as highly affordable. One 

respondent rated the college's academic reputation as very poor, one rated it 

as good, and one raited it as excellent. The adult learning strategy was rated 
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very poor by one respondent and good by one respondent. The average 

nonresponse rate was 26.6. These results are presented in Table 27. 

Table 27 

Assessment of University of Texas Southwestern Medical School 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

University of Texas Southwestern Medical School 

frequency of use 15 1 0 0 0 24 
convenient location 8 2 0 0 0 27 
subject matter expertise 1 0 1 5 0 28 
affordable 2 0 2 0 0 28 
academic reputation 1 1 1 5 0 28 
adult learning strategy 1 0 3 1 0 29 

Southern Methodist University was ranked as the most frequently 

used academic source of contract training (13.4), followed by Dallas County 

Community College District (10.8), University of North Texas (9.4), University 

of Texas at Dallas (9.0), University of Dallas (8.6), University of Texas at 

Arlington (8.0), Collin County Community College District (6.8), Amber 

University (6.0), Tarrant County Community College (6.0), Texas Woman's 

University (4.2), University of Texas Southwestern Medical School (3.8), East 

Texas State University (3.8), Dallas Baptist University (3.6), Austin College 

(3.2), Cooke County Community College (3.2), Texas Wesleyan College (3.2), 

Baylor University (3.1), and Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary (3.0). 
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Southern Methodist University was also ranked as the most 

conveniently located academic source of contract training (14.6), followed by 

the Dallas County Community College District (13.0), University of Dallas 

(12.2), University of North Texas (10.4), Amber University (9.4), University of 

Texas at Arlington (9.2), Tarrant County Community College District (8.8), 

University of Texas at Dallas (8.0), University of Texas Southwestern Medical 

School (3.8), Texas Woman's University (3.6), Collin County Community 

College District (3.4), Dallas Baptist University (2.8), East Texas State 

University (2.6), Cooke County Community College (2.4), Texas Wesleyan 

College (2.4), Baylor University (2.4), Austin College (1.4), and Southwest 

Baptist Theological Seminary (0.8). 

Southern Methodist University received the best ratings in subject 

matter expertise from survey respondents (14.6), followed by the Dallas 

County Community College District (10.2), University of North Texas (9.8), 

University of Dallas (8.0), Tarrant County Community College (7.8), 

University of Texas at Arlington (7.4), University of Texas at Dallas (6.2), 

Amber University (6.2), Collin County Community College (5.2), Baylor 

University (4.8), Texas Woman's University (3.0), East Texas State University 

(2.4), Dallas Baptist University (2.0), Texas Wesleyan College (1.8), Austin 

College (1.2), Cooke County Community College (1.0), University of Texas 

Southwestern Medical School (0.8), and Southwest Baptist Theological 

Seminary (0.6). 

Dallas County Community College District was ranked as the most 

affordable academic source of contract training (10.2), followed by the 

University of North Texas (9.8), Southern Methodist University (8.8), Tarrant 
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County Community College (8.0), University of Texas at Arlington (6.8), 

University of Texas at Dallas (6.2), University of Dallas (6.2), Amber 

University (5.6), Collin County Community College (5.2), East Texas State 

University (2.8), Texas Wesleyan College (2.6), Texas Woman's University 

(2.4), Dallas Baptist University (2.0), Cooke County Community College (2.0), 

University of Texas Southwestern Medical School (1.8), Baylor University 

(1.6), Southwest Baptist Theological Seminary (1.0), and Austin College (0.8). 

Respondents rated three academic institutions as leaders in academic 

reputation: Southern Methodist University (10.4), Dallas County Community 

College District (10.4), and University of Dallas (10.4). Other rankings 

included the University of North Texas (9.4), University of Texas at Arlington 

(6.8), University of Texas at Dallas (6.4), Amber University (6.4), Tarrant 

County Community College (5.6), Baylor University (5.2), Collin County 

Community College (4.2), Austin College (3.4), Texas Woman's University 

(3.0), East Texas State University (2.4), University of Texas Southwestern 

Medical School (2.0), Texas Wesleyan College (1.6), Dallas Baptist University 

(1.4), Cooke County College (1.0), and Southwest Baptist Theological 

Seminary (1.0). 

Southern Methodist University received the best ratings from 

respondents for the institution's adult learning strategy (10.4), followed by the 

University of North Texas (9.4), University of Dallas (8.6), Dallas County 

Community College District (7.0), Amber College (7.0), University of Texas At 

Arlington (6.8), Tarrant County Community College (6.6), University of Texas 

at Dallas (6.4), Collin County Community College (4.2), Baylor University 

(2.8), Texas Wesleyan College (2.6), Austin College (2.6), East Texas State 
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University (2.4), Dallas Baptist University (1.8), Texas Woman's University 

(1.6), Cooke County Community College (1.0), University of Texas 

Southwestern Medical School (1.0), and Southwest Baptist Theological 

Seminary (1.0). 

In combining the rankings, Southern Methodist University (11.86) was 

ranked as the best overall as the leading academic source for contract training 

based on the factors of frequency of use, convenient location, subject matter 

expertise, affordability, academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. 

Other included the Dallas County Community College District (10.26), 

University of North Texas (9.70), University of Dallas (9.00), Tarrant County 

Community College (7.13), University of Texas at Arlington (7.06), University 

of Texas at Dallas (7.03), Amber University (6.76), Collin County Community 

College (4.83), Baylor University (3.31), Texas Woman's University (2.96), East 

Texas State University (2.73), University of Texas Southwestern Medical 

School (2.70), Texas Wesleyan College (2.36), Dallas Baptist University (2.23), 

Austin College (2.10), Cooke County Community College (1.73), and 

Southwest Baptist Theological Seminary (1.23). 

Contract Training By Academic Institutions 

Respondents were asked to report on which categories of training were 

most important to their organization, which categories of training are suitable 

as subjects for contract training by academic institutions, and in which of 

these categories their organizations used contract training by an academic 

institution. The respondents used a 5 point scale to rank fifteen categories of 

training as to the "importance to this organization," "suitable for contract 

training," and "now utilized by academic contract." A ranking of "1" 
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represented a low level of importance, suitability or current utilization; a 

ranking of "5" represented a high level. The fifteen training categories 

included: executive development, management skills and development, 

clerical/secretarial skills, personal growth, customer relations/services, 

employee/labor relations, wellness, communication skills, new 

methods/procedures, technical skills/technical knowledge, sales, 

remedial/basic education, basic computer skills, customer education, and 

quality improvement. 

In the category of executive development and the importance of that 

type of training, three respondents reported that executive development was 

unimportant, eight reported it as less important, twelve respondents reported 

it as important, 21 respondents reported it as very important, and 19 

respondents reported it as highly important. There were six nonresponses to 

this item. In assessing whether executive development was suitable for 

academic contract training, 20 respondents ranked it as highly unsuitable, 

eight respondents ranked it as unsuitable, eleven respondents ranked it as 

suitable, 18 respondents ranked it as well suited, and five respondents ranked 

it as highly suitable as academic contract training. There were seven 

nonresponses to this item. Thirty nine of the respondents reported that they 

never used academic contract training for executive development; three 

respondents reported that it was seldom used, four respondents reported that 

it was occasionally used, three respondents reported that it was frequently 

used, and one respondent reported that it was regularly used. There were 16 

nonresponses to this item. The average nonresponses in this training 

category was 9.7. These results are presented in Table 28. On a national level 
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during 1991, 68.7% of the organizations provided this type of training; 7.1% 

used in-house training, 25.1% used outside training, and 36.6% used both in-

house and outside training for this topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 28 

Assessment of Training Category: Executive Development 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Executive development 

importance to this organization 3 8 12 21 19 6 
suitable for academic contract 20 8 11 18 5 7 
now utilized by academic 
contract 39 3 4 3 1 16 

In the training category of management skills and development and 

the importance of that type of training in their organizations, one respondent 

reported that it was less important, three respondents reported that it was 

important, 26 respondents reported that it was very important, and 32 

respondents reported that it was highly important. There were five 

nonresponses to this item. In assessing whether management skills and 

development was suitable for academic contract training, 19 respondents 

rated it as highly unsuitable, eight respondents rated it as unsuitable, 15 

respondents rated it as suitable, 12 respondents rated it as well suited, and five 
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respondents rated it as highly suited. There were nine nonresponses to this 

item. Thirty eight of the respondents reported that they never used academic 

contract training for management skills and development; six reported that it 

was seldom used, three reported occasional use, and two reported that it was 

used frequently. There were 15 nonresponses to this item. The average 

number of nonresponses in this training category was 9.7. These results are 

presented in Table 29. On a national level during 1991, 87% of organizations 

provided this type of training; 14.7% used only in-house training for this 

subject, 14.4% used only outside training, and 57.9% used both in-house and 

outside training in this topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 29 

Assessment of Training Category: Management skills and development 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Management skills and development 

importance to this organization 0 1 3 26 32 5 
suitable for academic contract 19 8 15 12 5 9 
now utilized by academic 
contract 38 6 3 2 0 15 

In the training category of clerical/secretarial skills and the importance 

of that type of training in their organization, four respondents reported that it 

was unimportant, eleven reported that it was less important, 25 reported that 



91 

it important, 24 reported that it was very important, and six respondents 

reported that it was highly important. There were eight nonresponses to this 

item. In assessing whether clerical/secretarial skills was suitable for academic 

contract training, 17 respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, six respondents 

rated it as unsuitable, 17 respondents rated it as suitable, six rated it as well 

suited, and one respondent rated it as highly suited. There were 11 

nonresponses to this item. Forty of the respondents reported that they never 

used academic contract training for clerical/secretarial skills; four reported 

that it was seldom used, two respondents reported that it was occasionally 

used, and two respondents reported that it was frequently used. There were 17 

nonresponses to this item. The average number of nonresponses in the 

training category was 12. These results are presented in Table 30. On a 

national level during 1991, 67.9% of organizations provided this type of 

training; 17.7% used in-house training only, 17.8% used outside training only, 

and 32.4% used both in-house and outside training for this topic (Industry 

Report, 1991). 
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Table 30 

Assessment of Training Category: Clerical/secretarial skills 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Clerical/secretarial skills 

importance to this organization 4 11 25 24 6 8 
suitable for academic contract 17 6 17 6 1 11 
now utilized by academic 
contract 40 4 2 2 0 17 

In the training category of personal growth and the importance of this 

type of training to their organizations, five respondents reported that 

personal growth was unimportant; one respondent reported that it was less 

important, 23 respondents reported that it was important, 18 reported that it 

was very important, and ten respondents reported that it was highly 

important. There were eight nonresponses to this item. In assessing whether 

personal growth was suitable for academic contract training, 22 respondents 

rated it as highly unsuitable, three respondents reported it as unsuitable, 16 

rated it as suitable, eight rated it as well suited, and three respondents rated it 

as highly suitable. There were 11 nonresponses to this item. Forty of the 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

personal growth; three reported that it was seldom used, and three reported 

that it was frequently used. There were 16 nonresponses to this item. The 
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average nonresponse for the training category was 11.7. These results are 

presented in Table 31. On a national level during 1991, 64.7% of organizations 

provided this type of training; 14.1% used in-house training only, 13.6% used 

outside training only, and 37% used both in-house and outside training for 

this topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 31 

Assessment of Training Category: Personal growth 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Personal growth 

importance to this organization 5 1 23 18 10 8 
suitable for academic contract 22 3 16 8 3 11 
now utilized by academic 
contract 40 3 0 3 0 16 

In the training category of customer relations/services and the 

importance of that type of training in their organization, one respondent 

reported that it was unimportant, one respondent reported that it was less 

important, five respondents reported that it was important, 13 respondents 

reported that it was very important, and 40 respondents reported that it was 

highly important. There were seven nonresponses to this item. In assessing 

whether customer relations/services was suitable for academic contract 

training, 27 rated it as highly unsuitable, 14 respondents rated it as unsuitable, 
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ten respondents rated it as suitable, four respondents rated it as well suited, 

and four respondents rated it as highly suited. There were nine nonresponses 

to this item. Forty four of the respondents reported that they never used 

academic contract training for customer relations/service; two reported that it 

was seldom used, and one reported that it was regularly used. There were 15 

nonresponses to this item. The average number of nonresponses in this 

training category was 10.3. These results are presented in Table 32. On a 

national level during 1991, 72.1% of organizations provided this type of 

training, 23.6% used in-house training only, 9.2% used outside training only, 

and 39.2% used both in-house and outside training for this topic (Industry 

Report, 1991). 

Table 32 

Assessment of Training Category: Customer relations/services 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Customer relations/services 

importance to this organization 1 1 5 13 40 7 
suitable for academic contract 27 14 10 4 4 9 
now utilized by academic -

contract 44 2 0 0 1 15 
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In the category of employee/labor relations and the importance of that 

type of training in their organization, twelve respondents reported that it was 

unimportant, six reported that it was less important, twelve reported that it 

was important, four reported that it was very important, and eleven reported 

that it was highly important. There were nine nonresponses to this item. In 

assessing whether employee/labor relations was suitable for academic 

contract training, thirty respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, seven rated 

it as unsuitable, nine rated it as suitable, four rated it as well suited, and four 

rated it as highly suitable. There were twelve nonresponses to this item. Forty 

three of the respondents reported that they never used academic contract 

training for employee/labor relations; one reported that it was seldom used, 

and one reported that it was regularly used. There were sixteen nonresponses 

to this item. The average number of nonresponses in this training category 

was 12.3. These results are presented in Table 33. On a national level during 

1991, 56.7% of organizations provided this type of training; 16.5% used in-

house training only, 13.3% used outside training only, and 27% used both in-

house and outside training for this topic (Industry Report, 1991). 
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Table 33 

Assessment of Training Category: Employee/labor relations 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Employee/labor relations 

importance to this organization 12 6 12 4 11 9 
suitable for academic contract 30 7 9 4 4 12 
now utilized by academic 
contract 43 1 0 0 1 16 

In the training category of wellness and the importance of that type of 

training in their organization, four respondents reported that it was 

unimportant, eight reported that it was less important, nineteen reported that 

it was important, thirteen reported that it was very important, and seven 

reported that it was highly important. There were 10 nonresponses to this 

item. In assessing whether wellness was suitable for academic contract 

training, 25 rated it as highly unsuitable, six rated it as unsuitable, eight rated 

it as suitable, four rated it as well suited, and six rated it as highly suited. 

There were thirteen nonresponses to this item. Thirty nine of the 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

wellness; one reported that it was seldom used, one reported that it was 

occasionally used, two reported that it was frequently used, and one reported 

that it was regularly used. There were sixteen nonresponses to this item. The 
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average number of nonresponses in this training category was 13. These 

results are presented in Table 34. On a national level during 1991, 54.3% of 

organizations provided this type of training; 19.6% used in-house training 

only, 11.9% used outside training only, and 22.7% used both in-house and 

outside training for this topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 34 

Assessment of Training Category: Wellness 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Wellness 

importance to this organization 4 8 19 13 7 10 
suitable for academic contract 25 6 8 6 6 13 
now utilized by academic 
contract 39 1 1 2 1 16 

In the training category of communication skills and the importance of 

that type of training in their organization, one respondent reported that it was 

unimportant, twelve reported that it was important, 18 reported that it was 

very important, and 28 reported that it was highly important. There were six 

nonresponses to this item. In assessing whether communications skills was a 

suitable topic for academic contract training, 17 respondents rated it as highly 

unsuitable, nine rated it as unsuitable, 14 rated it as suitable, ten rated it as 

well suited, and six rated it as highly suited. There were nine nonresponses to 
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this item. Forty one respondents reported that they never used academic 

contract training for communication skills; four reported that it was seldom 

used, three reported that it was frequently used, and two reported that it was 

regularly used. There were 15 nonresponses to this item. The average 

nonresponse rate in this training category was 9.7. These results are presented 

in Table 35. On a national level during 1991, 80.8% of organizations provided 

this type of training; 24.6% used in-house training only, 11.4% used outside 

training only, and 44.7% used both in-house and outside training for this 

topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 35 

Assessment of Training Category: Communication skills 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Communication skills 

importance to this organization 1 0 12 18 28 6 
suitable for academic contract 17 9 14 10 6 9 
now utilized by academic 
contract 41 4 0 3 2 15 

In the training category of new methods/procedures and the 

importance of that type of training to their organization, three respondents 

reported that it was unimportant, five reported that it was less important, ten 

reported that it was important, 15 reported that it was very important, and 22 
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reported that it was highly important. There were ten nonresponses to this 

item. In assessing whether new methods/procedures were suitable for 

academic contract training, 26 rated it as highly unsuitable, 11 rated it as 

unsuitable, six rated it as suitable, six rated it as well suited, and two rated it as 

highly suitable. There were 12 nonresponses to this item. Forty six 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for new 

methods/procedures; one reported that it was seldom used, one reported that 

it was occasionally used, and one reported that it was regularly used. There 

were 16 nonresponses to this item. The average nonresponse rate in this 

training category was 12.6. These results are presented in Table 36. On a 

national level during 1991, 74.1% of organizations provided this type of 

training; 40.7% used in-house training only, 2% used outside training only, 

and 31.4% used both in-house and outside training for this topic (Industry 

Report, 1991). 

Table 36 

Assessment of Training Category: New methods /procedures 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
New methods/procedures 

importance to this organization 3 5 10 15 22 10 
suitable for academic contract 26 11 6 6 2 12 
now utilized by academic 
contract 46 1 1 0 1 16 
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In the category of technical skills/technical knowledge and the 

importance of that type of training to their organization, one respondent 

reported that it was unimportant, two reported that it was less important, six 

reported that it was important, 17 reported that it was very important, and 31 

reported that it was highly important. There were six nonresponses to this 

item. In assessing whether technical skills/technical knowledge was suitable 

for academic contract training, 22 rated it was highly unsuitable, nine rated it 

as unsuitable, 13 rated it as suitable, 11 rated it as well suited, and two rated it 

as well suited. There were eight nonresponses to this item. Thirty seven of 

the respondents reported that they had never used academic contract training 

for technical skills/technical knowledge; four reported that it was seldom 

used, four reported that it was occasionally used, and three reported that it 

was frequently used. There were 14 nonresponses to this item. The average 

number of nonresponses in this training category was 8.7. These results are 

presented in Table 37. On a national level during 1991, 85.7% of organizations 

provided this type of training, 28.8% used in-house training only, 8.7% used 

outside training only, and 48.2% used both in-house and outside training for 

this topic(Industry Report, 1991). 
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Table 37 

Assessment of Training Category: Technical skills/technical knowledge 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Technical skills/technical knowledge 

importance to this organization 1 2 6 17 31 6 
suitable for academic contract 22 9 13 11 2 8 
now utilized by academic 
contract 37 4 4 3 0 14 

In the training category of sales and the importance of that type of 

training to their organization, seven respondents rated it as unimportant, two 

rated it as less important, two rated it as important, 13 rated it as very 

important, and 28 rated it as highly important. There were 13 nonresponses to 

this item. In assessing whether sales was a suitable topic for academic contract 

training, 28 respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, nine rated it as 

unsuitable, nine rated it as suitable, three rated it as well suited, and one rated 

it as highly suited. There were 14 nonresponses to this item. Forty of the 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

sales; two reported that it was seldom used, one reported that it was 

occasionally used, and one reported that it was frequently used. There were 17 

nonresponses to this item. The average number of nonresponses in this 

training category was 14.7. These results are presented in Table 38. On a 
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national level during 1991, 55.3% of organizations provided this type of 

training; 15.2% used in-house training only, 11.7% used outside training only, 

and 28.4% used both in-house and outside training for this topic (Industry 

Report, 1991). 

Table 38 

Assessment of Training Category: Sales 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Sales 

importance to this organization 7 2 2 13 28 13 
suitable for academic contract 28 9 9 3 1 14 
now utilized by academic 
contract 40 2 1 1 0 17 

In the training category of remedial/basic education and the 

importance of that type of training to their organization, 14 respondents 

reported that it was unimportant, five reported that it was less important, 16 

reported that it was important, ten reported that it was very important, and 

seven reported that it was highly important. There were 11 nonresponses to 

this item. In assessing whether remedial/basic education was suitable for 

academic contract training, 15 rated it as highly unsuitable, six rated it as 

unsuitable, eight rated it as suitable, 16 rated it as well suited, and four rated it 

as highly suited. There were 14 nonresponses to this item. Thirty six 
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respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

remedial/basic education; two reported that it was seldom used, three 

reported that it was used occasionally, and two reported that it was frequently 

used. There were 18 nonresponses to this item. The average number of 

nonresponses in this training category was 14.3. These results are presented in 

Table 39. On a national level during 1991, 37.1% of organizations provided 

this type of training; 9.7% used in-house training only, 17% used outside 

training only, and 10.4% used both in-house and outside training for this 

topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 39 

Assessment of Training Category: Remedial /basic education 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Remedial/basic education 

importance to this organization 14 5 16 10 7 11 
suitable for academic contract 15 6 8 16 4 14 
now utilized by academic 
contract 36 2 3 2 0 18 

In the category of basic computer skills and the importance of that type 

of training to their organization, one respondent reported that it was 

unimportant, six reported that it was less important, 18 reported that it was 

important, 18 reported that it was very important, and 17 reported that it was 
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highly important. There were five nonresponses to this item. In assessing 

whether basic computer skills was suitable for academic contract training, 22 

respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, seven rated it as unsuitable, 11 rated 

it as suitable, 11 rated it as well suited, and six rated it as highly suited. There 

were nine nonresponses to this item. Forty four respondents reported that 

they never used academic contract training for basic computer skills; four 

reported that it was seldom used, one reported that it was occasionally used, 

one reported that it was frequently used, and one reported that it was 

regularly used. There were 13 nonresponses to this item. The average number 

of nonresponses in this training category was 9. These results are presented in 

Table 40. On a national level during 1991, 77.7% of organizations provided 

this type of training; 27.9% used in-house training only, 12.9% used outside 

training only, and 36.8% used both in-house and outside training for this 

topic (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 40 

Assessment of Training Category: Basic computer skills 

Low High N R 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Basic computer skills 

importance to this organization 1 6 18 18 17 5 
suitable for academic contract 22 7 11 11 6 9 
now utilized by academic 
contract 44 4 1 1 1 13 
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In the training category of customer education and the importance of 

that type of training in their organization, four respondents reported that it 

was unimportant, four reported that it was less important, 16 reported that it 

was important, ten reported that it was very important, and 19 reported that it 

was highly important. There were 11 nonresponses to this item. In assessing 

whether customer education was suitable for academic contract training, 34 

respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, five rated it as unsuitable, seven 

rated it as suitable, one rated it as well suited, and three respondents rated it as 

highly suited. There were 14 nonresponses to this item. Forty three 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

customer education; one reported that it was seldom used. There were 17 

nonresponses to this item. The average number of nonresponses in this 

training category was 14. These results are presented in Table 41. On a 

national level during 1991, 47.1% of organizations provided this type of 

training; 23.3% used in-house training only, 2.9% used outside training only, 

and 20.8% used both in-house and outside training for this topic (Industry 

Report, 1991). 
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Table 41 

Assessment of Training Category: Customer education 

Low High NR 
1 2 3 4 5 

Category of Training 
Customer education 

importance to this organization 4 4 16 16 19 11 
suitable for academic contract 34 5 7 1 3 14 
now utilized by academic 
contract 43 1 0 0 0 17 

In the training category of quality improvement and the importance of 

that type of training in their organization, two respondents reported that it 

was unimportant, one reported that it was less important, five reported that it 

was important, 11 reported that it was very important, and 41 reported that it 

was highly important. There were seven nonresponses to this item. In 

assessing whether quality improvement was suitable for academic contract 

training, 13 respondents rated it as highly unsuitable, ten rated it as 

unsuitable, 12 rated it as suitable, nine rated it as well suited, and 12 rated it as 

highly suited. There were ten nonresponses to this item. Forty three 

respondents reported that they never used academic contract training for 

quality improvement; five reported that it was seldom used, and one reported 

that it was regularly used. There were 14 nonresponses to this item. The 

average number of nonresponses in this training category was 10.3. These 
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results are presented in Table 42. In a 1991 Lakewood Publications survey, 

quality improvement was identified as the greatest training and development 

challenge by 20.4 % of all organizations (Industry Report, 1991). 

Table 42 

Assessment of Training Category: Quality improvement 

Low 
1 

High NR 
4 5 

Category of Training 
Quality improvement 

importance to this organization 2 1 5 11 41 7 
suitable for academic contract 13 10 12 9 12 10 
now utilized by academic 
contract 43 5 0 0 1 14 



108 

Summary of Major Findings 

Many of the survey respondents worked in a manufacturing industry 

and were classified primarily as a training/human resource development 

specialist. Their departments were typically identified as training/human 

resource development. 

Most of the respondents did not utilize local academic institutions for 

contract training and verified this use level by indicating a zero level of 

training hours provided by academic institutions. Nor was there any 

consensus among the respondents about the necessity or value of contract 

training by academic institutions in their corporate training programs. An 

equal number of respondents did not see it as necessary to use academic 

contract training as did those who noted that it they did find it necessary to 

use academic contract training. The majority of respondents were neutral 

about the use of academic contract training. 

Most employees in the organizations surveyed were trained during 

regular business hours and were paid to attend training as part of their jobs. 

Most of the respondents were employed in companies with 500 or fewer 

employees at their Dallas location, but these respondents were affiliated with 

corporations that employed over 2,500 in the whole organization. Thirty-

seven respondents who responded to this item reported 65,727 exempt 

employees. Thirty-three respondents reported a total of 1,868,010 training 

hours in their organizations. 

For 1991, a large number of the respondents reported that their 

organization spent over $100,000 for training. The majority of this training 
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was provided by external contract training other than an academic institution 

and by internal training. Expenditures for contract training by an academic 

institution were minimal. The projected expenditures for 1992 were very 

similar to the actual 1991 expenditures: the majority of respondents projected 

training expenditures in excess of $100,000 and the majority of this training 

was provided internally or by contract training from sources other than an 

academic institution. Expenditures for contract training by academic 

institutions were expected to be minimal. 

Production workers received the highest number of training hours 

(3,752), more than any other job category. Most of these hours were provided 

in-house. In this survey, production workers were followed as the most 

trained job category by middle managers, supervisors/foremen, salespeople, 

senior managers, and executives. 

Respondents were asked to leave items blank if they did not know or 

did not have an opinion about an item. The North Texas colleges that 

received the largest amount of nonresponse were: Amber University (average 

rate of nonresponse 31.5); Texas Wesleyan College (average rate of 

nonresponse 27.5); Dallas Baptist University (average rate of nonresponse 

27.3); Austin College (average rate of nonresponse 27.3); Baylor University 

(average rate of nonresponse 27.3); Southwestern Baptist Theological 

Seminary (average rate of nonresponse 27.3); The University of Texas at 

Arlington (average rate of nonresponse 26.8); The University of Texas 

Southwestern Medical School (average rate of nonresponse 26.6); Tarrant 

County community College District (average rate of nonresponse 26.5); Texas 

Woman's University (average rate of nonresponse 26.5); East Texas State 
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University (average rate of nonresponse 26.5); Cooke County Community 

College (average rate of nonresponse 26.5); The University of Texas at Dallas 

(average rate of nonresponse 26.5); The University of North Texas (average 

rate of nonresponse 26.3); Collin County Community College District ( 

average rate of nonresponse 26.0); University of Dallas (average rate of 

nonresponse 25.6); Dallas County Community College District (average rate of 

nonresponse 25.1); and Southern Methodist University (average rate of 

nonresponse 23.3). 

The training categories that received the largest amount of non 

response were: sales (average rate of nonresponse 14.7); remedial/basic 

education (average rate of nonresponse 14.3); customer education (average 

rate of nonresponse 14.0); wellness (average rate of nonresponse 13.0); new 

methods/procedures (average rate of nonresponse 12.6); clerical/secretarial 

skills (average rate of nonresponse 12.0); personal growth (average rate of 

nonresponse 11.7); quality improvement (average rate of nonresponse 10.3); 

customer relations/services (average rate of nonresponse 10.3); 

communication skills ( average rate of nonresponse 9.7); management skills 

and development (average rate of nonresponse 9.7); executive development 

(average rate of nonresponse 9.7); basic computer skills (average rate of 

nonresponse 9.0); and technical skills and knowledge (average rate of 

nonresponse 8.7). 

In addressing the level of "importance to this organization," based on 

levels on nonresponse, respondents ranked technical skills/technical 

knowledge (nonresponse 8.7), basic computer skills (nonresponse 9.0) as most 

important, followed by management skills and development (nonresponse 
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9.7) and basic computer skills (nonresponse 9.7) executive development 

(nonresponse 9.7), communication skills (nonresponse 9.7), customer 

relations/service (nonresponse 10.3), quality improvement (nonresponse 

10.3), personal growth (nonresponse 11.7), clerical/secretarial skills 

(nonresponse 12.0), employee/labor relations (nonresponse 12.3), new 

methods and procedures (nonresponse 12.6), wellness (nonresponse 13.0), 

customer education (nonresponse 14.0), remedial/basic education 

(nonresponse 14.3), and sales (nonresponse 14.7). 

However, based on direct ratings of these categories of training, in 

addressing "importance to this organization," respondents ranked 

management skills and development, customer relations/service, and quality 

improvement highest (53.8), followed by technical skills/knowledge (49.2), 

executive development (46.8), clerical/secretarial skills (45.4), basic computer 

skills (44.8), wellness (42.8), new methods/procedures (42.6), sales (41.8), 

personal growth (39.6), customer education (39.0), remedial/basic education 

(28.2), employee/labor relations (26.2), and communication skills (11.8). 

In assessing whether a training category was "suitable for academic 

contract" training, respondents ranked communications skills (39.8) as best 

suited, followed by executive development (33.2), quality improvement (33.0), 

management skills and development (30.6), basic computer skills (28.6), 

remedial/basic education (27.0), technical skills/technical knowledge (26.6), 

personal growth (24.6), customer service/relations (24.2), wellness (23.0), 

clerical/secretarial skills (21.8), employee labor relations (21.4), new 

methods/procedures (20.0), sales (18.0), and customer education (16.8). 
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In reporting whether a training category was "currently utilized by 

academic contract" training, respondents reported that executive 

development was most utilized (14.8), followed by technical 

skills/development (13.8), management skills and development (13.4), basic 

computer skills (12.8), clerical/secretarial skills (12.4), personal growth (11.6), 

remedial/basic education (11.4), quality improvement (10.8), sales (10.2), 

communications skills (10.0), new methods/procedures (9.8), customer 

relations/service (9.8), customer education (9.0), and wellness (8.8). 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

Summary 

This study examined the role of contract training by higher education 

institutions in corporate education and training programs in North Texas. A 

descriptive survey instrument was designed around four research areas, 

respondent demographics (three questions), corporate training practices 

(eleven multipart questions), utilization of academic institutions for contract 

training (eighteen multipart questions), and contract training by academic 

institutions (fifteen multipart questions). A panel of experts in adult learning 

and corporate training evaluated the instrument. A copy of the survey was 

mailed to members of the American Society of Training and Development 

Dallas chapter. 

Seventy-one respondents responded to the survey from a total pool of 

400 members of the Dallas Chapter of the American Society of Training and 

Development. Factors impacting the number of responses included the 

length of the survey, level of information required, and downsizing in Dallas 

corporate education and training departments. Similar levels of response 

were obtained in national surveys about training practices mailed to 12,000 

organizations by Lakewood Publications: 1,649 responses were received in 

113 
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1991, 2,645 were received in 1990, 3,710 were received in 1989, and 1,486 were 

received in 1988 (Industry Report, 1991). Data from the Dallas area study were 

computed in frequencies and were presented in tabular form in Chapter IV, 

accompanied with an analysis and discussion of the data. 

Summary of Findings 

Based on the review of literature and data obtained from this study, 

following is a summary of the major findings. 

A full range of businesses are represented in North Texas. A large 

number of corporate trainers in manufacturing companies responded to the 

survey, indicating that they are a large population in the Dallas chapter of the 

American Society of Training and Development and that they are more 

familiar with contract training than other industry trainers. 

Survey respondents largely classified themselves as training/human 

resource development managers or executives or as training/human 

resource development specialists and described their primary function as 

training/human resource development. A majority of respondents reported 

that they do not use local academic institutions as providers of contract 

training. 

The respondents' opinions of the value of contract training by 

academic institutions varied widely. This result was not consistent with the 

reported corporate practice in which there was a low utilization of contract 

training by academic institutions. It is likely that more of these trainers would 

use contract training by academic institutions if certain conditions were met, 

such as awareness of the provider. 
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Almost all training takes place during regular business hours; 

employers pay employees to undergo training. 

Large, medium, and small organizations were represented by the 

respondents, who reported 65,727 exempt employees in their organizations. 

Respondents also reported 1,868,010 total training hours in their training 

programs. 

Those organizations who did report use of academic institutions as 

suppliers of contract training indicated that they spent a relatively small 

amount of money with the academic institutions. Far larger amounts were 

spent with other external training providers or on the in-house development 

of training. This same spending pattern was predicted for the upcoming 

budgetary year. 

Production workers received more hours of training than any other job 

category, followed by middle managers, supervisors/foremen, and sales 

people. Most of the training received by the production workers came from 

in-house, but these workers also received significant amounts of training 

from academic sources. In fact, production workers also received more hours 

of training from an academic source than all other worker categories. Contract 

training from other sources was evenly distributed among the categories of 

middle managers, senior managers, supervisors/foremen, and executives. 

Production workers also received the largest number of in-house training 

hours, followed by supervisors/foremen. 

Corporate trainers gave Southern Methodist University the highest 

marks in their assessment of Dallas metroplex colleges based on the criteria of 

frequency of use, convenience of location, subject matter expertise, 
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affordability, academic reputation, and adult learning strategy. Southern 

Methodist University was followed by the Dallas County Community College 

District, University of North Texas, University of Dallas, Tarrant County 

Community College, University of Texas at Arlington, University of Texas at 

Dallas, Amber University, Collin County Community College, Baylor 

University, Texas Woman's University, East Texas State University, 

University of Texas Southwestern Medical School, Texas Wesylan University, 

Dallas Baptist University, Austin College, Cooke County Community College, 

and Southwest Baptist Theological Seminary. 

The respondents reported that management skills and development 

tied with the category of customer relations/service as most important to 

their organization, followed closely by quality improvement. The trainers 

found executive development and quality improvement were the training 

categories best suited for academic contract training. They reported that 

contract training by an academic institution was most often utilized in the 

categories of technical skills/technical knowledge and management skills and 

development. 

Discussion of the Findings 

This study found that higher education institutions play a minimal 

role in education and training in the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex. However, 

education and training plays a key role in a successful and competitive 

regional economy, as well as in the competitive success of individual 

organizations (Nash and Hawthorne, 1987). Institutions of higher education 

are carefully studying various strategic factors in their environment, but have 

not developed a cohesive plan that allows them to provide significant 
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amounts of education and training to businesses in their communities. This 

shortcoming is costly in terms of revenue and support from a very influential 

public. 

Institutions of higher education cannot afford to ignore budgetary 

pressures and changes in demographics; they must emphasize a practical 

orientation that responds to important workplace skills. Many of the local 

colleges have made steps in this direction, including academic credit for 

workplace experience, curricula tailored to meet local labor market needs, 

student training programs, and even small business incubation institutes. 

The Dallas County Community College District has achieved notable success 

in this area, as has the University of North Texas and Southern Methodist 

University. Each of these institutions has developed special business and 

training liaisons to recognize needs of local businesses. But do the local 

businesses recognize the educational institutions as viable outsource training 

options? In general terms, corporate education and training practitioners do 

not reach out to educational institutions to fulfill training needs. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions seem 

warranted. 

1. Corporate education and training departments in the Dallas area are 

slightly aware of local academic institutions as contract training 

courses. Only three institutions have established themselves as 

contract training sources: Southern Methodist University, the Dallas 

County Community College District, and the University of North 
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Texas. Each of these institutions has established contract training 

centers or institutes. 

2. Contract training by academic institutions represented a very small 

part of overall training budgets. However, other external training 

vendors provided significant amounts of training. 

3. Three institutions are the leading providers of academic contract 

training in the North Texas area: Southern Methodist University, a 

private four-year institution; the Dallas County Community College 

District, a multi-campus community college district; and the 

University of North Texas, a public four-year institution. Type of 

institution is not a determining factor in the selection of an academic 

contract training provider. 

4. There was no correlation between type of business and preferred 

source for academic contract training. 

5. Additional study will be necessary to determine why training 

departments prefer specific academic institutions as training partners. 

6. Most corporate training is conducted during regular business hours 

and is treated as an expense or overhead. Training must be conducted 

during regular business hours to ensure employee participation and 

measurable outcomes. 

7. On a national level, businesses spend more than $45 billion annually 

on all training. In the North Texas area, businesses spend an average 

of $11,800 on contract training. Respondents in this survey reported 

far less, indicating that academic institutions are not competing 
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successfully with other external vendors as sources of contract 

training. 

8. Corporate training budgets are static; there are no forecasts for 

increases in the future. However, training departments are being 

asked to furnish more training. 

9. Production workers receive the most amount of training in terms of 

hours. 

10. Production workers also receive most of the contract training from 

academic institutions. Technical and skills training was identified a 

highly important training category. 

11. There was no correlation between the size of the organization and 

utilization of contract training. The largest organizations were not 

necessarily large consumers of academic contract training. 

12. Respondents identified management skills and development, 

customer relations/service, and quality improvement as the most 

important topics in the training program. 

13. Respondents identified communication skills as the topic best suited 

for academic contract training. 

14. Executive development was identified as the training topic most 

frequently delivered through academic contract training. 

Businesses in North Texas conform to historical, national trends with 

respect to corporate training practices. In larger businesses, training 

departments are autonomous and are staffed with training specialists and 

executives. 
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Factors such as location, reputation, affordability, and expertise rather 

than type of institution tend to have an impact on the success of contract 

training programs. A private four-year institution, Southern Methodist 

University, was the leading academic provider of contract training, followed 

by a multi-campus public two year institution, Dallas County Community 

College District, and a public four-year institution, the University of North 

Texas. This indicates that no one institution or type of academic institution 

dominates academic contract training in North Texas, although the 

community college mission most logically supports contract training. Each of 

these academic institutions ranked well in frequency of use, convenience of 

location, subject matter expertise, affordability, academic reputation, and adult 

learning strategy, indicating that all of the factors impact institutional success 

in implementing contract training programs. 

There is no clear picture of what training category is the best offering 

for academic institutions. No one category dominated in all the assessment 

areas. The following example provided by the category of technical 

skills/technical knowledge illustrates the seeming contradictions. Based on 

level of response to a questionnaire item as an indicator, technical 

skills/technical knowledge is a key training category. Although technical 

skills/technical knowledge was also well ranked in terms of importance to 

the organization, it was not endorsed as a suitable type of contract training to 

be provided by an academic institution. In fact, national studies indicate that 

most technical and skills training is provided by in-house training staff. 

Consequently, this type of contract training offering from an academic 

institution may not be successful. 
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There also is no clear picture as to what category of employee is best 

suited to receive contract training from an academic institution. This study 

found that production workers received the highest total number of training 

hours and also received the largest amount of contract training by academic 

institutions. However, a number of other types of employees also received 

substantial number of training hours, such as middle managers, 

supervisors/foremen, sales people, senior managers, and executives. But only 

production workers were reported to receive significant amounts of contract 

training from an academic institution. There is no clear indication as to why 

production workers receive so much training or why contract training from 

academic institutions is more often used for this category of worker. 

Although communication skills training was reported to be the topic 

that academic institutions are best suited to provide, it seems that academic 

institutions could also provide training in other areas. The question of what 

type of contract training should academic institutions attempt to provide to 

corporations must be clarified. Reliable data can demonstrate that specific 

topics can be provided by academic institutions, that an institution is qualified 

to provide training on these topics, and that a business will accept training 

from an external source on these topics. Such proof is necessary to promote 

successful training collaborations. Contract training suppliers must be 

correctly matched to contract training consumers. The category of executive 

development was reported to be the most frequently utilized type of academic 

contract training. However, there was no indication that there is enough 

demand in this training category to support contract training programs from 

several academic institutions. 
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Although respondents indicated that they believed contract training by 

an academic institutions could provide necessary services, in practice they 

seldom used such institutions for contract training. But there is some 

indication that corporate trainers would utilize academic institutions more 

for contract training under different circumstances. Even during the 

economic upheaval, downsizing of staff, and reorganizing in many 

corporations during this time, training budgets and expenditures remained 

static. While in-house training continued to be the most often used source of 

training, there was considerable growth in the utilization of external training 

sources. Unless academic institutions can establish credibility as a contract 

training source, businesses will not utilize them. 

Academic institutions must establish reputations as credible sources of 

contract training. As academic institutions are better recognized and regarded, 

individual institutions can also enhance their reputations as umbrella or 

multiple subject training providers. Individual institutions will most likely 

grow and succeed as contract training providers by pursuing a strategy of 

niche marketing in which the institution specializes in specific types of 

training and achieves a reputation for excellence in those areas. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

Future studies should provide more specific information that paints a 

clear picture of the environment in which academic institutions can succeed 

as contract training providers. Because academic institutions are competing 

with other external profit-driven training providers, professional marketing 

strategies will be necessary. Based on the findings of the study the following 

recommendations for future study seem to be warranted. 
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1. It is critical to identify the subject areas that corporate trainers are 

most likely to use academic institutions. What are the best subject 

areas for contract training by academic institutions? 

2. What courses are currently being provided through contract training 

by academic institutions? 

3. It is also critical to identify the categories of employees that provide 

the best "target" for contract training by academic institutions. Which 

employees are the best candidates for contract training by academic 

institutions? 

4. Other factors that may influence the decision to utilize contract 

training by academic institutions should be investigated and 

identified. Is cost a factor in selecting contract training providers? 

How much can academic institutions charge to be competitive in the 

training business? Can academic institutions utilize technology to 

deliver contract training? 

5. How can academic institutions demonstrate measurable, transferable 

learning from their training programs? 

6. What marketing strategy is most effective for contract training by 

academic institutions? 

7. Are academic institutions qualified to provide training in skills that 

are needed in the workplace? 

8. Which businesses are willing to purchase contract training services 

from academic institutions? 
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It is essential that academic institutions understand the business 

training environment. Armed with this information, academic institutions 

can aggressively market themselves as viable partners in a competitive 

climate. A targeted marketing effort should be carried out to meet critical 

training needs. This requires an understanding of who needs what kind of 

training. The academic institution must then honestly determine if they can 

cost-effectively provide that training. Such an approach should encourage the 

growth of "niche needs" that the institution can successfully fill. 
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The Role of Contract Training by Academic Institutions 
in Corporate Education and Training Programs 

Instructions 

The following questions are related to the use of contract training by academic institutions in 
your organization's overall education and training program. Please read each item carefully 
and answer accordingly. If possible, please answer each question for your entire organization, 
not just for the location where you work if your organization has more than one location. You 
may not be able to answer the questions in some sections of the survey for your entire 
organization. In these cases, please check the box at the beginning of that section to indicate 
your answers are for that location only; i.e., "Check this box if your answers pertain to your 
location only." If you feel that a particular item does not apply to your organization, please 
leave that item blank. 

Please return this survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope to the Center for Policy 
Studies, Department of Higher Education, University of North Texas, P.O. Box 13827, Denton, 
TX 76203. If you have any questions about this survey, please call Jennie Ball at the Center for 
Policy Studies, (817) 565-2952. Thank you for your help in this study. Please begin Section One. 

Section One: Respondent Demographics 

1. Your Industry: Please write in the type of industry that represents your organization's 
business. Be as specific as possible. Example: oil refining, savings and loan. 

2. Your Job: Please check the box that best describes your job. Check only one box. 

Training/HRD Manager/Executive (1) 

Training/HRD Specialist (2) 

Personnel Manager/Specialist (3) 

General Corporate Management (non-training) (4) 

Manager/supervisor other than training/personnel (5) 

Other (6) 
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3. Your Department: Please indicate which of the following best describes the primary function 
of your department. Check only one box. 

Training/human resource development (1) 

Personnel/human resources (2) 

Marketing/sales (3) 

Data Processing (4) 

Customer Service (5) 

Production/Manufacturing (6) 

Operations (7) 

Other (please specify) (8) 

4. Number of Employees 
How many employees are there in your entire organization and at the location where you work? 
If your organization has only one location, check the "Whole Organization" column only. If 
more than one location, check one box in each column. 

Whole Dallas 
Organization Location only Number of Employees 

1-499 (1) 

500-999 (2) 

1,000-2,499 (3) 

over 2,500 (4) 

Section Two: Corporate Training Trends 

1. Do local academic institutions provide contract training to your corporation? 

Yes (1) 

No (2) 

2. Contract training by academic institutions constitutes about what percentage of total 
employee training time in your organization? Check only one box. 

1 to 20% (1) 

21 to 40% (2) 

41 to 60% (3) 

61 to 80% (4) 

81 to 100% (5) 
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3. Please mark the response that best represents your reaction to the following statement: 
Academic institutions are important to my organization as contract training sources. 

(1) strongly agree (1) 

(2) agree (2) 

(3) neutral (3) 

(4) disagree (4) 

(5) strongly disagree (5) 

4. Considering all of the formal training and development activities conducted by your 
organization but not counting tuition-reimbursement programs, in a year how many training 
hours occur during: 

Trainee's paid time (1) 

Trainee's non-paid time (2) 

Total Hours (3) 

5. Considering all of the contract training conducted by academic institutions for your 
organization but not counting tuition-reimbursement programs, during a year how many contract 
training hours occur during: 

Trainee's paid time (1) 

Trainee's non-paid time (2) 

Total Hours (3) 

6. External Training Budget: Please indicate approximately how much your organization will 
spend externally on training development in calendar years 1991 and 1992. Check only one box 
per category. 

Check this box if your answers pertain to your location only. 

All External Training 

$0 (1) 

$1 to $19,999 (2) 

$20,000 to $49,999 (3) 

$50,000 to $99,999 (4) 

$100,000 to $499,999 (5) 

$500,000 to $999,999 (6) 

$1 million or more (7) 
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Contract Training by Academic Institutions 

$0 (1) 

$1 to $19,999 (2) 

$20,000 to $49,999 (3) 

$50,000 to $99,999 (4) 

$100,000 to $499,999 (5) 

$500,000 to $999,999 (6) 

$1 million or more (7) 

7. Internal Training Budget: Please indicate approximately how much your organization will 
spend internally on in-house training development in calendar years 1991 and 1992. Check only 
one box. 

Check this box if your answers pertain to your location only. 

All Internal Training 

$0 (1) 

$1 to $19,999 (2) 

$20,000 to $49,999 (3) 

$50,000 to $99,999 (4) 

$100,000 to $499,999 (5) 

$500,000 to $999,999 (6) 

$1 million or more (7) 

8. Is your organization's 1991 training and development budget: 
About the same as last year's? 
Greater than last year's? How much? $ 
Less than last year's? How much? $ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

9. Do you anticipate that your organization's 1992 training and development budget will be: 
About the same as last year's? (1) 
Greater than last year's? How much? $ (2) 
Less than last year's? How much? $ (3) 

10. Is vour organization's 1991 training and development budget for contract training by 
academic institutions: 
About the same as last year's? (1) 
Greater than last year's? How much? $ (2) 
Less than last year's? How much? $ (3) 

11. Do you anticipate that your organization's 1992 training and development budget for 
contract training by academic institutions will be: 
About the same as last year's? (1) 
Greater than last year's? How much? $ (2) 
Less than last year's? How much? $ (3) 
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12. How many total hours of training will different types of employees receive during 1991? 
How many total hours of contract training will a typical employee in each category receive 
during 1991? How many hours of in-house training will a typical employee in each category 
receive during 1991? How many total employees are in your organization? 

Considering all of the formal training planned for 1991 for all employees, please estimate: 

"Hours /Employee": the total number of training hours received by a typical employee in each 
job category. 

"Contract Training": the number of hours of contract training from an academic institution 
received by a typical employee in each job category. 

"In-house Training": the number of hours of in-house training received by a typical employee in 
each job category. 

"Number/Employees": the total number of employees in each job category. 

Example: 

Hours/ 
Employee 

Contract 
Training 

In-house 
Training 

Number/ 
Employees 

Junior managers 

In this case, a typical middle manager received a total of 80 hours training during 1991; 10 of 
those hours were contract training by an academic institution and 70 hours were in-house 
training. There are five middle managers in the organization. Please complete the categories on 
the following page. 

Hours/ 
Employee 

Contract 
Training 

In-house 
Training 

Number/ 
Employees 

Executives (policy maker) (1) 
Senior managers (2) 
Middle managers (3) 
Supervisors/foremen (4) 
Sales people (5) 
Professionals (6) 
Office/administrative (7) 
Production workers (8) 
Customer service employees (9) 
Other (please specify) (10) 
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Section Three: Utilization of Academic Institutions for Contract Training Does your 
organization utilize an academic institution for contract training? Which one(s)? Why? 

Rank the overall value of the following academic institutions for contract training for your 
organization on a scale of 1 to 5. A rank of "1" indicates that an academic institution is not 
qualified to perform contract training for your organization; a rank of "5" indicates that an 
academic institution is highly qualified to perform contract training for your organization. 

Below the name of each institution, please indicate on a scale of 1 to 5 how much you use that 
academic institution for contract training (frequency of use). A rank of "1" represents little use; a 
rank of "5" represents high use. Please leave blank if you don't know or have no opinion. 

On the following four lines below the title of each academic institution, indicate the value of 
the characteristics that best represents why you believe that each academic institution is 
qualified or not qualified to perform contract training for your organization. A rank of "1" 
indicates a low value for that characteristic and that the academic institution does not meet 
your needs or exceptions in that area; a rank of "5" indicates a high value and that the 
academic institution does meet your needs or exceptions in that area. Please leave the item 
blank if you don't know or have no opinion. 
Scale: 1 2 3 4 5 

low h igh 

Example: 
Smith College 
frequency of use 1 2 3 4 5 (1) 
(1 = seldom used by your organization, 5 = often used by your organization). Please leave item 
blank if you don't know. 

convenient location 1 2 3 4 5 (2) 
(1 = academic institution is very inconvenient to use due to geographic location, 5 = academic 
institution is very convenient to use due to geographic location). Please leave item blank if you 
don't know. 

subject matter expertise 1 2 2 4 5 (3) 
(1 = academic institution not expert in relevant topics, 5 = academic institution is highly expert 
in this area). Please leave item blank if you don't know. 

affordable 1 2 3 4 5 (4) 
(1 = academic institution is not affordable for contract training, 5 = academic institution is very 
affordable for contract training). Please leave item blank if you don't know. 

academic reputation 1 2 3 £ 5 (5) 
(1 = the academic reputation of this institution is poor; 5 = the academic reputation of this 
institution is excellent). Please leave item blank if you don't know. 

The overall value of Smith College as a contract training partner is ranked as 4, indicating that 
the organization feels that Smith is a good source of contract training. Smith College is often 
used by this organization for contract training although it's moderately convenient. It is 
perceived to be highly expert in relevant topics, is moderately affordable, and has a good 
academic reputation. 
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2. Austin College 

3. Baylor University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

4. Collin County Community College District 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

5. Cooke County Community College 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

Please begin your assessment of the following Dallas metroplex colleges. 

1. Amber University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

frequency of use 1 2 3 4 5 (1) 

convenient location 1 2 3 4 5 (32 

subject matter expertise 1 2 3 4 5 (3) 

affordable I 2 3 4 5 (4) 

academic reputation I 2 3 4 5. (5) 

_5 

_5 

_5 

_5 

_5 

_5 

_5 

_5 

.5 

_5 

-5 

_5 

_5 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 



133 

6. Dallas Baptist University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

7. Dallas County Community College District 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

8. DeVry Institute of Technology 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

9. East Texas State University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

10. Southern Methodist University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
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11. Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

13. Texas Weslyan College 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

14. Texas Woman's University 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

15. University of Dallas 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

2 

CO 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

t 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
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16. University of North Texas 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

17. University of Texas at Arlington 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

18. University of Texas at Dallas 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

19. University of Texas Southwesterr 

frequency of use 

convenient location 

subject matter expertise 

affordable 

academic reputation 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

School 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Section Four 
Contract Training By Academic Institutions 

Types Qf Training; General Categories 
Check this box if your answers pertain to your location only. 

1. Which categories of training are most important to your organization? Which categories of 
training are suitable as subjects for contract training by academic institutions? In which of these 
categories of training does your organization use contract training by an academic institution? 
Considering all categories of formal training planned for 1991 for all employees, please 
indicate: 
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"IMPORTANCE" 
Which of the following categories of formal training your organization offers and rank the 
importance of this type of training to your organization on a scale of 1 to 5. If your organization 
does not conduct a particular category of training, please leave that line blank. A ranking of 
"1" represents a low level of importance in your overall training program; a ranking of "5" 
represents a high level of importance. 

"SUITABLE" 
Whether this category of training is suitable for contract training by an academic institution. If 
your organization does not conduct a particular category of training, please leave that line 
blank. A ranking of "1" represents a low level of category suitability for contract training by an 
academic institution; a ranking of "5" represents a high level of suitability. 

"UTILIZED" 
Whether your organization uses contract training from an academic institution in this category. 
If your organization does not conduct a particular category of training, please leave that line 
blank. A ranking of "1" represents a low level of contract training use for that category by your 
organization; a ranking of "5" represents a high level of contract training use in that category. 

Scale: 
low high 

Example: 
Executive development 

importance 
suitable 
utilized 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

In this example, the training category is valued as somewhat important, but is not considered to 
be suitable for contract training by an academic institution and the organization seldom uses 
contract training by an academic institution in this category. Please complete the categories on 
the following page. 

Category of Training 
Executive development 

importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Management skills and development 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Clerical/secretarial skills 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Level 

1 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
X 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

( l ) 
(2) 
(3) 

( i ) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 



137 

Personal growth 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Customer relations/services 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Employee/labor relations 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Wellness 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Communication skills 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

New methods/procedures 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Technical skills/technical knowledge 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Sales 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Remedial/basic education 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Basic computer skills 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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Customer education 
importance 1 2 2 i 5 (1) 
suitable 1 2 2 4 5 (2) 
utilized ] 2 2 4 5 (3) 

Types of Training: Specific Topics 
Check this box if your answers pertain to your location only. 

2. Which training topics are most important to your organization? Which training topics are 
suitable as subjects for contract training by academic institutions? For which of these training 
topics does your organization use contract training by an academic institution? Considering all 
of the formal training planned for 1991 for all employees, please indicate : 

"IMPORTANCE" 
Which of the following topics of formal training your organization offers and rank the 
importance of this type of training to your organization on a scale of 1 to 5. If your organization 
does not conduct a particular training topic, please leave that line blank. A ranking of "1" 
represents a low level of topic importance in your overall training program; a ranking of "5" 
represents a high level of importance. 

"SUITABLE" 
Whether this category of training is suitable for contract training from an academic institution. 
If your organization does not conduct a particular category of training, please leave that line 
blank. A ranking of "1" represents a low level of topic suitability for contract training by an 
academic institution; a ranking of "5" represents a high level of suitability. 

"UTILIZED" 
Whether your organization uses contract training from an academic institution in this topic. If 
your organization does not conduct a particular training topic, please leave that line blank. A 
ranking of "1" represents a low level of contract training use for that topic by your organization; 
a ranking of "5" represents a high level of contract training use in that topic. 

Scale: 1 2 2 4 5 
low high 

Example: 
Creativity 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

suitable 1 2 3 4 5 
utilized 1 2 3 4 5 

The training topic of "creativity" is valued as slightly important in this organization's 
training program priorities, is seen as moderately suitable as a subject for contract training by an 
academic institution, and academic institutions frequently provide contract training on the 
topic. Please complete the categories on the following page. 

Training Topic 

Executive development 

suitable 1 2 3 4 5 
utilized I 2 3 4 5 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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Management skills and development 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Clerical/secretarial skills 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Personal growth 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Customer relations/services 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Employee/labor relations 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Wellness 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Communication skills 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

New methods and procedures 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Technical skills/technical knowledge 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

Sales 
importance 
suitable 
utilized 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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Remedial/basic education 
importance I 2 3 4 5 
suitable 1 2 3 4 5 
utilized 1 2 3 4 5 

Basic computer skills 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
suitable 1 2 3 4 5 
utilized I 2 3 4 5 

Customer education 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
suitable 1 2 3 4 5 
utilized 1 2 3 4 5 

Quality improvement 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
suitable I 2 3 4 5 
utilized 1 2 3 4 5 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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Ackerman, Linda, G., Training Manager, Convex Computer Corporation, 3000 
Waterview Parkway, Richardson, TX, 75083-3851 

Adams, Laura, A., Coordinator Organization Development, GTE Telephone 
Operations, P.O. Box 152092 W03 K05, Irving, TX, 75015-2092 

Alleman, Kim, Manager of Human Resources, Bank One Texas NA, P.O. Box 
655415, Dallas, TX 75265 

Allen, Pamela, E., Training Manager, Zoecon Corporation, 12005 Ford Road 
#800, Dallas, TX, 75234-7296 

Anderson, George, J., Senior Manager of Training, International Telecharge 
Inc., 9999 W. Technology Blvd., Dallas, TX, 76220-4337 

Andrews, Charles, G., Education Coordinator, Epic Health Care, P.O. Box 
650398, Dallas, TX, 75265-0398 

Armour, Bernard, F., Training Manager, Zale Corporation, 901 W. Walnut 
Hill Lane MS 7b4, Irving, TX, 75207 

Arvin, Patricia, L., Product Training Specialist, National FSI-SEI Benefit 
Services, 2777 Stemmons Freeway #700, Dallas, TX, 75207 

Aylesworth, Joe, Paul, Supervisor Technical Training, Konica Business 
Machines, 2701 West Airport Freeway #107, Irving, TX, 75062 

Baker, Denise, H., Client Coordinator, Mobil Oil Corporation, 3000 Pegasus 
Park Drive, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Ball, Pat, J., Training Coordinator, FDIC-LBI, 1201 Main Street 28th Floor, 
Dallas, TX, 75283 

Barnard, Jennifer, Lv Trainer, Bank One Texas, 1600 Pacific 3rd Floor, Dallas, 
TX, 75201 

Barrow, Stella, Lead Personnel Representative, LTV Aircraft Products Group, 
P.O. Box 655907 MS 49-00, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Bartnicki, Dena, A., Director of Training & Development, AVW Audio 
Visual, 2241 Irving Blvd., Dallas, TX, 75207-1503 
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Bateman, Robert, E., Director of Training, Campbell Taggert Inc., 6211 
Lemmon Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75209 

Baum, John, F., Manager HRD & Placement, Texas Instruments Inc., P.O. Box 
650311 MS 3961, Dallas, TX, 75265 

Bavarian, Ann, Communications/Training Specialist, Arco International Oil 
& Gas, P.O. Box 260888, Piano, TX, 75026-0888 

Beatty, Jan, Challenge Course Coordinator, Chili's Inc., 6820 LBJ Freeway #200, 
Dallas, TX, 75240 

Beck, Marie, C., Manager Staff Development, Presbyterian Healthcare System, 
8200 Walnut Hill, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Beebe, Mary Jo, Manager/Technologies Industries, Action Systems Inc., 5005 
LBJ Freeway #1400, Dallas, TX, 57244 

Benavides, Judy, H., Manager/Human Resources Development, Fidelity 
Investments, P.O. Box 650078, Dallas, TX, 75265-0078 

Bendon, Michael, S., HRD Specialist, MCI Telecommunications Corporation, 
2400 N. Glenville MS 1013, Richardson, TX, 75082 

Benignus, Marietta, K., Manager Training & Development, Lehndorff 
Management, 2501 Cedar Springs Road #340, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Bennett, Roy, M., Manager/Curriculum Development, DART, 101 N. Peak 
Street, Dallas, TX, 75226 

Bergen, Sarah, SED Curriculum Manger, EDS, 5228 Tennyson Parkway, Piano, 
TX, 75024 

Bickers, Jane, Thomas, Manager of Training, Hilton Reservation Worldwide, 
2050 Chennault, Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Bilderback-Griffin, Cheryl, Training Coordinator, LTV Missiles and 
Electronics, P.O. Box 650003, Dallas, TX, 75265-0003 

Black, Beth, Human Resources Manager, Recognition Equipment Inc., 2701 
East Grauwyler Road, Irving, TX, 75061 



144 

Balck, Mary, Pat, Director/Training and Management Development, 
Southwest Cafes Inc., 12200 Stemmons Freeway #100, Dallas, TX, 75234 

Blackwell, Pamela, A., Manager/TSA(TECA), Southwestern Bell, 12111 
Audelia #403, Dallas, TX, 75243 

Blakemore, Donald, G., Training Supervisor/Classified Advertising, Dallas 
Morning News, P.O. Box 655237, Dallas, TX, 75265 

, Allison, Director of Courseware Development, Simulate Training 
International, P.O. Box 619119, D/FWD Airport, TX, 75261 

Boner, Tom, Senior Training Specialist, GTE Directories Corporation, P.O. 
Box 619810, D/FWD Airport, TX, 75261-9810 

Bowed, Bet, Customer Education Manager, Texas Instruments, 2717 Arbor 
Cove, Piano, TX, 75075 

Bikini, Daisy, H., Client Services Assistant, Hoechst Celanese Chemical 
Group, 1250 W. Mockingbird Lane, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Brendan, Margaret, Personnel Manager, City of Richardson, P.O. Box 830309, 
Richardson, TX, 75083-0309 

Bracken, Barbara, J., Asst. Director Training Center, North Central Texas 
Council of Governments, 624 Six Flags Drive #125, Arlington, TX, 76005-5306 

Bridge, Kelvin, G., Vice President, Associates Corporation of North America, 
300 E. Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX, 75061 

Brooks, Frederick, C., CBT Operations, Ericsson Network System, 2200 
Glenbrook Street, Flower Mound, TX, 75028-1900 

Brown, Carol, L., Director/Training & Quality Assurance, Sheraton Park 
Central, 12720 Merit Drive, Dallas, TX, 75251 

Burnette, Elizabeth, Training Services, DSC Communications, 1000 Coit Road 
MS 061, Piano, TX, 75075 

Burris, Nanette, M., Training Specialist, Fidelity Investments, 400 East Las 
Colinas Blvd., Irving, TX, 75039 
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Burross, Kenneth, Training Supervisor/Process Engineering, TI @ Dallas 
Chemical Center, P.O. Box 655012 MS 320, Dallas, TX, 75265 

Busch-Kennedy, Patricia, A., Regional Operations Training Administration, 
State Farm Insurance, 17301 Preston Road, P.O. Box 799100, Dallas, TX, 75239-
9100 

Calkins, Ph.D., Ronald, R., Manager Staffing & Development, LTV Aircraft 
Products Group, P.O. Box 655907 MS 49-00, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Callaway, Debra, J., Training Coordinator, Bank One Texas NA, 4629 
Freeman, The Colony, TX, 75056 

Carlson, Lisa, P., Director Marketing & Employee Development, Community 
Credit Union, 5400 Independence Parkway, Piano, TX, 75023 

Carlyon, Thomas, F., Senior Vice President, NCNB Texas, P.O. Box 830100, 
Dallas, TX, 75283-1000 

Caudill, Kenneth, B., Manager Product Improvement, Varo, Inc., P.O. Box 
469014, Garland, TX, 75046-9014 

Causer, Jerry, Training Manager, Blockbuster Entertainment, 635 Preston 
Royal Shopping Center, Dallas, TX, 75230 

Cauthron, Ann, J., Training Manger, Blockbuster Entertainment, 635 Preston 
Royal Shopping Center, Dallas, TX 75230 

Cegelski, David, Training Specialist, Bell Northern Research, 1150 E. Arapaho, 
MS R300, Richardson, TX 75081 

Chappell, Albert, D., Management Training Specialist, E-Systems Garland 
Division, P.O. Box 660023, Dallas, TX, 75266-0023 

Chronister, Terry, Senior Instructor, DSC Communications, 1000 Coit Road, 
MS 955, Piano, TX, 75075 

Clarke, Maryann, B., Training Specialist, Voluntary Hospitals of America, 
18625 Midway Road, Ste. 1516, Dallas, TX, 75287 

Clarke, Debbie, Manager Training & Development, Fox Meyer, 1220 Senlac 
Drive, Carrollton, TX, 75006 
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Clayton, Deborah, K., Marketing Training Director, Stewart Enterprises, Inc., 
P.O. Box 829000, Dallas, TX, 75382-9000 

Cohenour, Jr., Bud, S., Coordinator New Product Training, LTV Aircraft 
Products Group, P.O. Box 655907, MS 4900, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Cole, Luann, S., Training & Education Administrator, Texas Instruments, P.O. 
Box 405, MS 3465, Lewisville, TX, 75067 

Colip, Susan, A., Technical Training Instructor, Ericsson Network Systems, 
730 International Parkway, G-10, Richardson, TX, 75080 

Cone, Jay, G., Management Development Specialist, Roma Corporation, 10000 
N. Central Expressway, Ste. 900, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Cortes, Cindy, F., Administrator Organizational Development, Sky Chefs, P.O. 
Box 619777, D/FW Airport, TX, 75261-6977 

Cox, Lisa, L., Administrative Supervisor, Otis Engineering Corporation, P.O. 
Box 819052, Dallas, TX, 75381-9052 

Cox, Teresa, Training Director, Fidelity Investments of Dallas, 400 E. Las 
Colinas Blvd., Irving, TX, 75039 

Crenshaw, Kent, A., CAD/CAM Education Manager, IBM Corporation, 1503 
LBJ Freeway, Dallas, TX, 75234 

Dattoli, Charlene, Senior Trainer/Texas, Coldwell Banker, 5820 West 
Northwest Highway, Dallas, TX, 75225-3299 

Davidson, Linda, L., Director, Career Management Services, Corporate 
Dynamics, 511 E. Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX, 75062 

Davis, Kathleen, Dyson, Curriculum Development Consultant, American 
Heart Association, 7320 Greenville Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Dickinson, Elaine, Regional Trainer, Home Box Office, Inc., 5626 Preston 
Oaks, Ste. 47C, Dallas, TX, 75240 

Dillard, Janice, M., District Manager, Intelligy Corporation, 1115 Edith Circle, 
Richardson, TX, 75080 
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Dillion, Thomas, Training Development Specialist, Atmos Energy Company, 
P.O. Box 650205, Dallas, TX, 75265-0205 

Dodd, Katherine, L., People Involvement Facilitator, Texas Instruments, 3208 
Spring Lake, Richardson, TX, 75082 

Dolan-Escobar, Peggy, Cross Cultural Training Consultant, ARCO 
International, 7334 Rockhurst, Dallas, TX, 75214 

Doray, Thomas, Senior Training Specialist, TU Electric, P.O. Box 1002, 
Glenrose, TX, 76043 

Drescher, James, Senior Training Instructor, Intecom, Inc., 601 Intecom Drive, 
Allen, TX, 75002 

Duffy, Michael, A., Vice President, Training & Development, Southern Gas 
Association, 3030 LBJ Freeway, Ste. 1300, LB 60, Dallas, TX, 75234-7703 

Dulaney, Michael, E., Procedures Coordinator, American Federal Bank, FSB, 
14001 Dallas Parkway, Dallas, TX, 75240 

Duncan, Evelyn, Manager User Support, Mobil Administrative Services 
Company, Inc., P.O.Box 900, Room 519F, Dallas, TX, 75221 

Dunstan, Richard, A., Senior HRD Trainer/Consultant, MCI 
Telecommunications 2400 N.Glenville Drive, MS 1013, Richardson, TX, 75082 

Durbin, Larry, P., Training Coordinator, Ameritrust, P.O. Box 2320, Dallas, TX, 
75221-2320 

Dureau, Geraldine, C., Training Manager, Lomas Bankers Corporation, P.O. 
Box 650370, Dallas, TX, 75265-5644 

Duvall, Boyce, R., Manager Human Resources, Lehigh Press, 1515 
Roundtable, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Eichhorst, Jerry, Division Field Trainer, Yellow Freight System, 4500 Irving 
Boulevard, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Elam, Martha, T., Systems Training & Documentation, Fox Meyer Drug 
Company, 1220 Senlac Drive, Carrollton, TX, 75006 
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Elden, Julie, L., Training Coordinator, Lehndorff Management, 2501 Cedar 
Springs, Ste. 340, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Elkington, Don, Director/Training, Roma Corporation, 10000 N. Central 
Expressway, Ste. 900, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Ellinor, Danya, Service LeadershipManager, Action Systems, Inc., 5005 LBJ 
Freeway, Ste. 1400, Dallas, TX, 75244 

Ellis, Denise, VP & Manager Retail Training, Bank One Texas, 1600 Pacific, 3rd 
Floor, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Emmerling, Malleson, A., Training Manager, Murata Busines Systems, Inc., 
5560 Tennyson Parkway, Piano, TX, 75024 

Enilari, S., A., Training Coordinator, Mobil Producing Nigeria, P.O. Box 
650232, Dallas, TX, 75265-0232 

Eslinger, John, L., Manager of Technical Training, Aviall (ASD), P.O. Box 
7199, Dallas, TX, 75209-7199 

Evans, P., Nolan, Senior Systems Analyst, American Airlines, P.O. Box 
619616, MS 5146, D/FW Airport, TX, 75261-9616 

Ezell, Amy, L., Instructor/Inflight, Southwest Airlines, 2702 Love Field Drive, 
Dallas, TX, 75235 

Fail, Keith, W., Training Director, Spire Organizational Leadership, 4820 
Briargrove, Dallas, TX, 75287 

Farr, Siobhan-Ione, W., Staff Development Specialist, Baylor Health Care 
System, 3201 Worth Street, Ste. 207, Dallas, TX, 75226 

Feheley, Paul, Training Analyst, AMR Travel Services, 2085 Midway Road, 
Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Finley, Jr., Kenneth, Wv Texas Instruments, 3417 Chelsea Lane, Piano, TX, 
75074 

Fischer, Margaret, Trainer, Texas Instruments, Inc., 2019 Cap Rock Circle, 
Richardson, TX, 75080-3417 
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Fitch, Cynthia, S., Training Specialist, Fedelity Investments, 400 E. Las Colinas 
Boulevard, Irving, TX, 75039 

Flanagan, Susan, E., Bank One Texas, 1600 Pacific Bldg., 3rd Floor, Dallas, TX, 
75201 

Flynn-White, Desdene, E., Director Staff Development, Kaiser Permanente, 
12720 Hillcrest, Ste. 600, Dallas, TX, 75230 

Folkman, Robert, T., Instructor, IBM, 804 Kinwest Parkway, Ste. 66, Irving, TX, 
750063-3638 

Ford, Robert, Manager Compensation & Training, Austin Industries, Inc., P.O. 
Box 1590, Dallas, TX, 75221 

Foster, Dawn, C., Vice President - Financial Services, Action System, Inc., 
5005 LBJ Freeway, Inc., Ste. 1400, Dallas, TX, 75244 

Fox, Sharon, E., Management Training Specialist, Oryx Energy Company, 242 
Northpark IV, P.O. Box 2880, Dallas, TX, 75221-2880 

Frano, Donna, J., Manager, EDS, 5400 Legacy Drive, MS B3-2E-03, Piano, TX, 
75024 

Fried, Martin, M., Program Manager Management Education & Training, 
GTE, 2428 Redfield Drive, Piano, TX, 75025 

Gammage, Byron, E., Senior Personnel Representative, Rockwell 
International, 1200 N. Alma, MS 401-152, Richardson, TX, 75081 

Gayton, Norma, S., Trainer, First USA Management, Inc., 2001 Bryan Tower, 
Ste. 800, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Gerald, Debi, D., Sales Trainer, Fuller's Jewelry, 326 Candlewood Place, 
Richardson, TX, 75081 

Gilyard, James, D., Manager of Training & Development, General Mills, Inc., 
P.O. Box 819095, Dallas, TX, 75381-9095 

Goodrum, Shelley, A., Employee Development Manager/AVP, First USA, 
Inc., P.O. Box 650370, Dallas, TX, 75265-0370 
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Gordon Carol, L., Technical Training Coordinator, American Federal Bank, 
F.S.B., P.O. Box 809094, Dallas, TX, 75380-9094 

Gorman, Leslie, J., Director of Training, American Fastsigns, Inc., 4951 Airport 
Parkway, Ste. 530, Dallas, TX, 75248 

Gossett, Mary, M., Personnel Representative, LTV Aircraft Products Group, 
P.O. Box 655907, MS 49-73, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Gottschamer, Laurie, Training Specialist, 1st Gibraltar Bank, 1925 John 
Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX, 75063 

Gaff, Herbert, C, Negotiations Training Coordinator, Texas Instruments, D.S. 
& E.G., P.O. Box 650311, MS 3928, Dallas, TX, 75265 

Hageman, James, T., Career Development Administrator, Resolution Trust 
Corporation, 3500 Maple Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75219 

Hamblen, Betty, Director of Education/Training, HCAMedical Center of 
Piano, 3901 W. 15th Street, Piano, TX, 75075 

Hampton, Susan, R., Lead Personnel Representative, LTV Aircraft Products 
Group, P.O. Box 655907, MS 49-00, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Hanna, Jane, B., Director of Education, ABC North Texas, 4320 N. Beltline 
Road, Ste. A100, Irving, TX, 75038-3500 

Haptonstall, Craig, Senior Instructor/Employee Development, Southwest 
Airlines, 2702 Love Field Drive, Dallas, TX, 75235 

Harmon, Jr., Verlon, P., Manager Technology Systems Education, Texas 
Instruments, Inc., 7929 Woodstone Lane, Dallas, TX, 75248 

Harper, Patricia, L., Relocation Benefits Coordinator, Frito-Lay, 7701 Legacy 
Drive, Piano, TX, 75024-4099 

Harrison, Sally, K., Operations Training & Design Manager, Today's 
Temporary Service, 18111 Preston Road, Dallas, TX, 75252-5409 

Hart, Phil, GM-UAW Human Resources & Development Coordinator, 
General Motors CPC Group, 2525 E. Abram, Arlington, TX, 76010 
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Helsel, Penny, Vice President, Associates Corporation of North America, P.O. 
Box 650363, Dallas, TX, 75265-0363 

Henry, James, D., Manager Training & Development, TU Electric, 400 N. 
Olive, LB 81, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Hersh, Ilayne, J., Director Training and Development, VHA Supply Company, 
300 Decker Drive, Irving, TX, 75062 

Hicks, Randall, B., Management Development Specialist, Texas Instruments, 
P.O. Box 655621, MS 3928, Dallas, TX, 75265 

Hinna, Liz, Employee Relations, Southwest Airlines, P.O. Box 36611, Dallas, 
TX, 75235-3611 

Hopkins, Karen, M., Training and Development, Olympus Corporation, 3131 
W. Royal Lane, Irving, TX, 75063-3104 

Horak, Frank, J., Manager Skills Training, LTV Aircraft Products Group, P.O. 
Box 655907, MS 6-38, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Hosey, Diane, Manager Education & Training, Maxum Health Corporation 
14850 Quorum Drive, Ste. 400, Dallas, TX, 75240 

Howard, Georgia, A., Account Manager, A. B. Dick Production Company of 
Dallas, Inc., 1440 Prudential Drive, Dallas, TX, 75235 

Hritz, Diane, J., Human Resources Manager, National Group Life, 5005 Royal 
Lane, Irving, TX, 75063 

Hunter-Criss, Ariel, Sv Training Specialist, Dallas ISD, 3434 South R.L. 
Thornton Freeway, Dallas, TX, 75224 

Hutchison, Rebecca, Training Specialist, GTE Directories Corporation, P.O. 
Box 619810, D/FW Airport, TX, 75261 

Ivey, Jane, C., Manager Human Resources Training and Development, 
Aerospatiale Helicopter Corporation, 2701 Forum Drive, Grand Prairie, TX, 
75053-4005 

Jacob, Judith, Customer Service Trainer, US Sprint, 8001 Stemmons Freeway, 
Dallas, TX, 75247 
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Johnson, Carolyn, E., Program Developer, NCNB Texas, P.O. Box 831000, 
Dallas, TX, 75283-1000 

Johnson, Decho, J., Training Coordinator, Fidelity Investments, 400 East Las 
Colinas Boulevard, Irving, TX, 75039 

Johnson, Eleanor, E., Senior Director HR Development, Voluntary Hospitals 
of America, 5215 N.O'Connor, 12th Floor, Irving, TX, 75039 

Jones, Alan, Training Specialist, Antrim Corporation, 101 E. Park Blvd., 12th 
Floor, Piano, TX, 75074 

Jones, Katherine, J., Management Development Specialist, Texas Instruments, 
14255 Preston Road, Ste. 7303, Dallas, TX, 75240 

Kammlah, Robert, L., Training Manager, National Semiconductor, 1111 
Bardin Road, Arlington, TX, 76017 

Kaplan, Henry, D., Training Specialist, City of Garland, 203 North 5th Street, 
Garland, TX, 75040 

Kealer, Lisa, Trainer, City of Carrollton, 1945 Jackson Road, Carrollton, TX, 
75006 

Keller, Linda, Education & Training Spcialist, State Farm Insurance, 17301 
Preston Road, Dallas, TX, 75252 

Kelly, Terry, A., Director/Human Resources, American Red Cross, 2300 
McKinney Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Kemmis, Veronica, Lynn, Service Assurance Training Manager, US Sprint, 
8001 Stemmons Freeway, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Kendrick, Tracy, Training Specialist, APS-Agents Training System, 11722 
Lippitt, Dallas, TX, 75218 

Kessler, Jane, A., Product Manager, US Sprint, 14565 Tamerisk Lane, Farmers 
Branch, TX 75234 

Killian, Randy, E., Director of Training, Comerica, P.O. Box 650282, Dallas, TX, 
75265-0282 



153 

Kilpatrick, Joan, Training Development Manager, Frito-Lay, 7701 Legacy 
Drive, Piano, TX75024-4099 

King, Gregory, Bv Training Supervisor, Brinks Home Security, 1628 Valwood 
Parkway, Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Kirkwood, Marilyn, J., Training Director, Community Credit Union, 5400 
Independence Parkway, Piano, TX 75023 

Klingler, Mary, E., Senior Systems Geophysicist, Arco Oil & Gas Company, 
2300 W. Piano Parkway, Piano, TX, 75075 

Klopack, Mary, Jo, Senior Management Development Consultant, Rockwell 
International, 1200 N. Alma, Richardson, TX, 75081 

Knox, Carol, E., Staff Development Specialist, Presbyterian Healthcare System, 
8200 Walnut Hill Lane, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Koutney, Lynn, M., Sales Manager, Holiday Inn Piano, 700 Central Parkway 
East, Piano, TX, 75074 

Krause, Diane, E., Training Specialist, City of Arlington, 501 West Main-
Human Resources Department, Arlington, TX, 76010 

Krayer, Karl, J., Program Manager, Dr Pepper/Seven-Up Company, P.O. Box 
655086, Dallas, TX, 75265-5086 

Lacoke, Patty, J., Tech Training Engineer, Ericsson Network Systems, 1987 
Shorewood Drive, Grapevine, TX, 76051 

Lacombe, Teresa, M., Convention Coordinator, Summit Hotel, 2645 LBJ 
Freeway, Dallas, TX, 75234 

Lacota, Irene, Manager Training, I Can't Believe Its Yogurt, 3361 Boyington 
#240, Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Lancaster, Dale, A., Sytems Coordinator, J. Fraley Company, 7515 Greenville 
#504, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Lander, Edward, F., Assistant VP AVP Education & Training, GTE Telephone 
Operations, P.O. Box 152092 MC D02B01, Irving, TX, 75015-2092 
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Langevin, Robert, A., Technical Training Manager, Banctec Inc., 4435 Spring 
Valley Road, Dallas, TX, 75244 

Lawrence, Dorothy, B., Vice President Human Resources, Club Corporation of 
America, P.O. Box 819012, Dallas, TX, 75381 

Lee, Alice, B., Technical Training Instructor, American Federal Bank FSB, 
P.O. Box 809094, Dallas, TX, 75380-9094 

Lester, Jerry, E., Manager of Technical Training, Aviall, 8825 Rodeo Drive 
#248, Irving, TX, 75063 

Lewis, Susan, K., Manager Training Programs Development, Blockbuster 
Entertainment Corp., 10460 Miller Road, Dallas, TX, 75238 

Lewis, Judy A., Supervisor, EDS-Technical Products Division, 5236 Tennyson 
Parkway CT-1, Piano, TX, 75024 

Lichtenthal, John, T., Manager Training & Development, Hoechst Celanese 
Chemical Group, 1250 Mockingbird Lane, Dallas, TX, 75247 

Linsay-Walters, Sheri, L., Assistant VP Manager of Training, MTrust, P.O. Box 
2320, Dallas, TX, 75221-2320 

Lipson, Jerry, B., Regional Training Supervisor, Whataburger Inc., 2300 Valley 
View Lane#520, Irving, TX, 75062 

Liptak, Anne E., Training Specialist, EDS Corporation, 5400 Legacy Drive MS 
C3-1B-26, Piano, TX, 75024 

Little, Beth L., Director of Library Services, City of Carrollton, 2001 Jackson 
Road, Carrollton, TX75006 

Lixfield, George, E., Qualiy Assurance, Ericcson Network Sytems Inc., 1306 
Hunters Glen, Richardson, TX, 75081 

Loden, Jennie, Trainer, Control Data, 1255 W. 15th Street #1000, Piano, TX, 
75075 

Loney, Shelley, E., Training Coordinator I, Bank One Texas, 1600 Pacific 3rd 
Floor, Dallas, TX, 75201 
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Lorenz, Rose, M., Manager Training & Development, Federal Home Loan 
Bank, 5605 N. MacArthur, Irving, TX, 75038 

Lowery, Fred, M., Director/Training & Development, Fina Oil & Chemical 
Company, P.O. Box 2159, Dallas, TX, 75221 

Lyford, Paul, E., Vice President Human Resources, Roma Corporation, 10000 
N. Central Expressway #900, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Magee, Don, Personnel Representative, LTV Corporation, P.O. Box 225907 
MS4900, Dallas, TX, 75265 

Maige, Stanley, F., Instructional Designer, Texas Instruments, 512 Copper 
Ridge Drive, Richardson, TX, 75080 

Makahilahila, William, G., Director Human Resources, SGS Thomson Micro 
Electronics, 2116 Cedar Circle, Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Mallory, Beth, Training Specialist, Fidelity Investments, 400East Las Colina 
Blvd., Irving, TX, 75039 

Malveaux, Julia, Area Trainer, Attorney General's Office, 3400 Carlisle #430, 
Dallas, TX, 75204 

Marks, Juanell, S., Product Trainer, Murata Business Systems Inc., 5560 
Tennyson Parkway, Piano, TX, 75024 

Marriott, Jr., Russell, S., Human Resource Dept., Marriott Hotels, 7705 Lairds 
Lane, Dallas, TX, 75248 

Marshall, Mary, Jane, IBM Product Trainer, Wheeler Group, 2930 Storey Lane 
#103, Dallas, TX, 75220 

Martin-Alexander, Ann, Corporate Instructor, Blue Cross/Blue Shield of 
Texas, 901 S. Central Expressway, Richardson, TX75080 

Matheny, Bill, Manager/Corporate Training & Development, Hogan Systems, 
1905 Cross Bend, Piano, TX, 75023 

Maxwell, Jay, H., Instructional Specialist, American Express, 1950 Stemmons 
Freeway #6007, Dallas, TX, 75207 
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May, Thomas, W., AI Curriculum Manager, Texas Instruments, 3320 
Remington Drive, Piano, TX, 75025 

May-Davis, Antoinette, M., Regional Management Consultant, American 
Heart Association, 7320 Greenville Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75231 

McCarty, BJ, Training Development Specialist, E-Systems, 1200 S. Jupiter 
Road, Garland, TX, 75042 

McCaulley, Susan, L., Instructor-Employee Development Training, Southwest 
Airlines, P.O. Box 37611, Dallas, TX, 75235-1625 

McElearney, Bonnie, A., Manager Personnel Development, City of Dallas, 
1500 Marilla, Dallas, TX, 75201 

McKenzie, Tammie, Training Manager, Control Data Benefit Service, 1255 W. 
15th Street #1000, Piano, TX, 75075-7295 

Meche, Jody, M., Employee Development Coordinator, Atmos Energy 
Corporation, P.O. Box 650205, Dallas, TX, 75265-0205 

Meier, Cynthia, R., Training Project Manager, J.C. Penney Financial Services, 
2700 W. Piano Parkway, Piano, TX, 75075 

Melton, Gary, D., Training Coordinator, Innovative Office Systems Inc., 12250 
Abrams #2181, Dallas, TX, 75243 

Messersmith, Sheryl, A., Instructional Designer, Baylor College of Dentistry, 
3302 Gaston Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75246 

Mickels, Walter, E., Manager Training, Republic Money Orders, P.O. Box 
2048, Dallas, TX, 75221 

Miller, Celeste, A., Senior Course Developer, Ericsson Network Systems, 1013 
Linda Lane, Piano, TX, 75075 

Miller, Donald, N., Director Organizational Development/Training, Ensearch 
Corporation, 301 S. Harwood #1355, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Miller, Joann, Training Coordinator, FAMCO, P.O. Box 36651, Dallas, TX, 
75235 
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Millott, Laurie, L., Training Director, Hall Financial Group, 2343 L.Don 
Dodson #180, Bedford, TX 76201 

Miner, Sherry, J., Training Manager, Lifeco Travel Services, 222 West Las 
Colinas Blvd. #450, Irving, TX, 75039 

Miner, Carol, T., Personnel/Training Manager, Innovative Office Systems, 
1810 N. Yale Drive, Garland, TX, 75042 

Mitchell, Steve, Manager Professional Services, Antrim Corporation, 101 East 
Park Blvd. 12th Floor, Piano, TX, 75074 

Mitford, Mark A., Organizational Development Specialist, Ericsson Network 
System, 730 International Parkway, Richardson, TX, 75081 

Moore, Paul, L., VP Training & Development, First Gibralter Bank, 1925 John 
Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX, 75063-3224 

Moten, Sandra, L., Training Coordinator, Dobbs House Inc., P.O. Box 610701, 
D/FW Airport, TX, 75261-0701 

Mowder, Linda, K., Manager of Employee Development, Mary Kay Cosmetics, 
8787 Stemmons 4th Floor Annex, Dallas, TX, 75247-3731 

Nahay, Jr., Stephen, A., Organizational Development Specialist, St. Paul 
Medical Center, 2945 Hearthstone Drive, Carrollton, TX, 75010 

Neal, Hoyt, E., Personnel Manager, KERA Channel 13, 3000 Harry Hines, 
Dallas, TX, 75201 

Nelson, Ben, F., Manager Education & Development, LTV Missiles and 
Electronics Group, P.O. Box 650003, Dallas, TX, 75265-003 

Nelson, Dorothy, Personnel Training Coordinator, D/FW Board, P.O. Drawer 
DFW, D/FW Airport, TX, 75261 

Nelson, Kerry L., Loan Training Coordinator, American Federal Bank FSB, 
P.O. Box 809094, Dallas, TX, 75380-9094 

Nelson, Perry, Corporate Training, Texas Credit Union League and Affiliates, 
P.O. Box 225147, Dallas, TX75265 
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Newlin, Zelma, J., Course Development Specialist, Abbott Laboratories, 567 
Havencrest, Coppell, TX, 75019 

Nissen, Joyce, W., Training Development Specialist, Aetna Life & Casualty, 
2350 Lakeside Blvd., Richardson, TX, 75082 

O'Shaughnessy, Maril, Director/Regional Training, NTCOG Regional 
Training Center, 624 Six Flags Drive #125, Arlington, TX, 76011 

O'Shea, Karen, H., Director Human Resource Development, Lennox 
International, P.O. Box 799900, Dallas, TX, 75379-9900 

Overbey, Janice E., Training Administrator, FDIC, P.O. Box 802090, Dallas, TX, 
75380 

Parker, Margaret, E., ADP Coordinator Nursing, Dallas VA Hospital, 4500 S. 
Lancaster Drive, Dallas, TX, 75287 

Pena, Arturo, Director Classified Staff Development, Dallas ISD, 3434 South 
R.L. Thornton, Dallas, TX, 75224 

Pickett, Roger, A., Director of Training Services, Dr Pepper/Seven-Up 
Company, P.O. Box 655086, Dallas, TX, 75265-5086 

Pierce, Leslie, Associate and Development Manager, J.C. Penney Financial 
Services, 501 Nottingham Drive, Richardson, TX, 75080 

Pieters, Kelli, N., Training Coordinator, Kentucky Fried Chicken, 5605 N. 
MacArthur Blvd.#650, Irving, TX, 75038 

Pike, Robert, T., Director Human Resources, MCI Telecommunications, 2400 
N. Glenville Road, Richardson, TX, 75082 

Pitts, Allen, C., Manager of Training, Americable, 10649 Shady Trail, Dallas, 
TX, 75220 

Pitts, George, G., Personnel Manager-Auditing, JC Penney Company Inc, 
12700 Park Central Place 3, Dallas, TX, 75251 

Pomonis, Bobbie, J., Training Coordinator, Hoechst Celanese Chemical 
Group, 1250 W. Mockingbird, Dallas, TX, 75247 
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Pretzer, Kendall, M., Director of Training and Education, Trammell Crow 
Company, 251 O'Connor Ridge Blvd. #100, Irving, TX, 75038 

Ragsdale, Kimberly, Human Resources Program Manager, Rosewood 
Property Company, 500 Crescent Court #300, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Ramesh, Edward, F., VP Corporate Development/Planning, Associates 
Corporation of North America, P.O. Box 660237, Dallas, TX, 75266-0237 

Reed, Diane, Training Coordinator Food Service, Presbyterian Hospital, 8200 
Walnut Hill Lane, Dallas, TX, 75231 

Reed Linda, D., Director of Training, Units, 2362 Merritt Drive, Garland, TX, 
75041 

Reed, Paula, C., Manager Training and Development, Texas Commerce Bank, 
2200 Ross Avenue 7th Floor, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Ressler, Robert, Manager, Human Resource Development, Occidental 
Chemical Corporation, 5005 LBJ Freeway, Dallas, TX, 75244 

Richardson, Mary J., Coordinator Management Development, Baylor Health 
Care System, 3201 Worth Street, P.O. Box 26265, Dallas, TX, 75226 

Roberts, Shirley, A., Manager Training & Development, BlueCross/Blue 
Shield of Texas, 901 S. Central Expressway, Richardson, TX, 75080 

Rosado, Luis, A., Director of Training & Development, Miller of Dallas Inc., 
2730 Irving Blvd., P.O. Box 566187, Dallas, TX, 75356 

Rotan, Jack, Training Coordinator, Halliburton ISC, P.O. Boxl627, Arlington, 
TX, 76004 

Russell, Debbie, K., Corporate Training Supervisor, American Airlines, P.O. 
Box 619616, MD2205 CP2 7A26, D/FW Airport, TX, 75261-9616 

Sales, Rose, C., Training & Development Manager, Republic Financial 
Services, P.O. Box 660560, Dallas, TX, 75266-0560 

Schultz, Amy, R., Supervisor/Management Training, First Gibralter Bank, 
1925 W. John Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX 75063-3224 
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Shefferly, Larry, P., Director Management Development, Dresser Industries 
Inc., P.O. Box 718, Dallas, TX, 75221 

Sheingold, Marcia, N., Director of Sales & Marketing, Plaza of The Americas 
Hotel, 650 N. Pearl Street, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Shoumaker, Janice, Manager/Human Resource/Training, Bluebonnet 
Savings Bank, 3100 Monticello, Dallas, TX, 75205 

Sikorski, Jack, M., SED Curriculum Manager, Electronic Data Systems, 5228 
Tennyson Parkway, Piano, TX, 75024 

Silver, Patricia, E., Instructional Design Manager, Office of Thrift Supervision 
T & D, 122 W. John Carpenter LB18, Irving, TX, 75039 

Slovak, Pam, A., Manager Technical/Field Training, First Gibralter, 1925 W. 
John Carpenter Freeway, Irving, TX, 75063-3224 

Smallwood, Linda, G., Training Coordinator, Trane Company, 13821 
Diplomat Drive, Dallas, TX, 75234 

Smith, Calvin, T., VP/Human Resource Development, United Way of 
Metropolitan Dallas, 901 Ross Avenue, Dallas, TX, 75202-1998 

Snapka, Peggy, A., Assistant Vice President, Bank One Texas, P.O. Box 655415, 
Dallas, TX, 75265-5415 

Spino, William, D., VP Training and Development, NCH Corporation, 2727 
Chemsearch Blvd., Irving, TX, 75062 

Spotts, Eileen, R., Training Manager, Ace America's Cash Express, 1231 
Greenway Drive #880, Irving, TX, 75038 

Steinbrecher, Susan, E., Director of Training & Development, Embassy Suites 
Inc., 222 Las Colinas Blvd. #1700, Irving, TX, 75039 

Stelts, Kathleen, D., Manager Sales Support Development, Neiman Marcus, 
1201 Elm Street 27th Floor, Dallas, TX, 75270 

Trostel, Martha Jo, Manager of Training, Voluntary Hospital of America, P.O. 
Box 160909, Irving, TX, 75016 
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Tushim, John, Manager of Instructional Services, LTV Aircraft Products 
Group, P.O. Box 655907 MS49-00, Dallas, TX, 75265-5907 

Tyler, Brian, J., Supervisor Human Resources, NEC America, 1555 Walnut 
Hill Drive, Irving, TX, 75038 

Usrey, Kathryn, M., Director of Personnel, City of Carrollton, P.O. Box 110535, 
Carrollton, TX, 75011-0535 

Veit, Dennis C., Director Human Resources, Homequity, 400 East Los Colinas 
Blvd., Irving, TX, 75039 

Vencill, Gay, T., Director Human Resources, Dallas Semiconductor, 4401 S. 
Beltwood Parkway, Dallas, TX 75074 

Washington, Gene, S., Personnel Systems Manager, Proctor & Gamble, P.O. 
Box 655118, Dallas, TX, 76265-5118 

Weisberger, Sharon, Assistant Human Resources Director, Harvey Hotels, 
6061 Village Bend #707, Dallas, TX 75206 

Wheless, Ludy, O., Director of Human Resource Development, Johnson & 
Johnson Medical Inc., P.O. Box 130, Arlington, TX, 76004-0130 

Wilkins, Cathy, W., Management Development Coordinator, Ensearch 
Corporation, 301 S. Harwood #137S, Dallas, TX, 75201 

Winer, Lova, Training Manager, EDS, 5236 Tennyson Parkway, Piano, TX, 
75024 

Winkle, Stephen, N., Manager Technical Training, NEC America Inc., 2425 
Gateway Drive #105, Irving, TX75063 

Winkler, Walter, F., Manager Human Resource Development, ARCO 
International Oil & Gas, P.O. Box 260888, Piano, TX, 75026-0888 

Wolf, Don, Regional Training Director, American Greetings Corporation, 
2855 Trinity Square Drive, Carrollton, TX, 75006 

Yarbrough, Shirley, W., Assistant Director Management Development & 
Training, UT Southwestern Medical Center, 5323 Harry Hines Blvd., Dallas, 
TX, 75235-8575 
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Young, Terry, Manager Branch Training, Bank One Texas, 8111 Preston Road, 
Dallas, TX 75225 

Zickler, Babara, L., Sales Manager, Savin Corporation, 5843 Meaders Lane, 
Dallas, TX, 75230 
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Dear Name: 

We know that in North Texas, corporations and academic institutions are 
working together to support education and training programs, but we 
need to know more about the quality of education and training programs 
offered by regional universities and community colleges. Education and 
training is growing in terms of volume, investment, commitment and 
importance to the businesses, employees and citizens of our region. Your 
involvement in education and training puts you in a position to 
understand that we must efficiently maximize all resources to assist 
employees in improving performance and learning new skills. The 
academic institutions of North Texas are vital to corporate training. That 
is why we want to know more about the role of academic institutions in 
corporate education and training programs. 

As an education and training professional, you are uniquely qualified to 
help us assess that role. Won't you please add your knowledge and 
judgment to this survey? In order to accurately determine the opinions 
and needs of the corporate education and training community, it is 
important that your questionnaire is completed and returned. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so that we may 
check your name off the mailing list when your questionnaire is returned. 
Your name will not be placed on the questionnaire. 

Survey findings will be sent to area corporations, academic institutions, 
and training professionals. You may receive a summary of results by 
checking the box on the back of the return envelope and printing your 
name and address below it. Please do not put this information on the 
questionnaire itself. 

If you have any questions about the study, please call Jennie Ball at the 
Center for Policy Studies, University of North Texas, (817) 565-2592 or in 
Dallas at (214) 931-1441. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Allan Watson 
President 
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Date 

Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinion about contract training 
practices was mailed to you. Your name was selected from a master list of 
education and training professionals in the Dallas metroplex. 

If you have already completed and returned it to us, please accept our 
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because it has been sent to only 
a small, but representative, sample of education and training 
professionals, it is extremely important that your response be included in 
the study if the results are to accurately represent the opinions of Dallas 
training professionals. 

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire or it has been 
misplaced, please call me at the Center for Policy Studies (817) 565-2952 or 
in Dallas at (214) 931-1441 and I will get another one in the mail to you 
today. 

Sincerely, 

Jennie Ball 
Center for Policy Studies, University of North Texas 
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Date 

Name 
Address 
City State Zip 

Dear Name: 

About three weeks ago I wrote to you seeking your opinion on the trends and issues 
in corporate education and training in the Dallas metroplex. As of today, we have 
not yet received your completed questionnaire. 

Our research unit has undertaken this study because of the belief that resources such 
as academic institutions should be maximized to support corporate education and 
training needs, and to ascertain some of those needs. Corporate education and 
training is a major force in developing skills needed by employees and their 
employers. 

I am writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has to the 
usefulness of this study. Your name was selected from a list compiled of Dallas area 
training professionals. In order for the results of this study to be truly representative 
of the opinions of all Dallas training professionals, it is essential that each person in 
the sample return their questionnaire. 

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Cordially, 

Jennie Ball 
Center for Policy Studies 
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