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Abstract 

This study examined the influence of human resources development on systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results among contracting professionals within the 

public and private sectors. The study used a quantitative, correlational research design to 

answer the research questions, which asked whether or not statistically significant 

correlations were observed between human resources development and systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results in the public and private sectors. A purposive 

sample was drawn from the membership of the National Contract Management 

Association to obtain the data necessary to answer the research questions. Once data was 

collected, it was reviewed for missing values and outliers. Then, the data was coded and 

imported into SPSS version 22.0 for Macintosh for data analysis. The data was first 

analyzed descriptively to identify similarities and differences between public and private 

sector contracting professionals. Additionally, the data was arranged by construct and 

analyzed for correlations between HRD and systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results. The study was grounded in two theories – Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy and 

contingency theory. The data were evaluated against each of these theories.  

Keywords: Federal contract management, contract specialist, contract 

professional, contracting professional, human resource development, organizational 

results, federal contracting, training, workforce development 

 

 

 

 



 

 

v 

Dedication 

I dedicate this work to my mother, Ann Singleton. My mom taught me so much, 

but most importantly she encouraged me to follow my dreams, to believe in myself, and 

to always give my all in whatever I do. I am forever grateful for the lessons my mom 

taught me – lessons that are not learned in the classroom. My mother may be gone from 

this world, but her spirit lives on through me. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

vi 

Acknowledgements 

There are many people who have encouraged me, provided assistance, and taught 

me the skills necessary to perform at the doctoral level. First, I would like to 

acknowledge Jeff Robison, who has provided emotional support, encouragement, and 

reviewed this manuscript countless times. I would also like to thank my dissertation 

chair, Dr. Mary Weber. She stepped into my life during a time that I was feeling 

particularly discouraged with the dissertation process. I was even considering the 

possibility of leaving the doctoral program and becoming another “ABD” statistic. Dr. 

Weber’s patience, guidance, and keen skill in research methods were immeasurably 

important to my success through this journey. I would be amiss if I failed to mention Dr. 

Debra Glass who served as a committee member and provided constructive feedback that 

helped make my work become the best it could be. I also wish to thank my dad, Alan 

Singleton, who taught me the importance of hard work and doing whatever it takes to 

attain success. His persistent encouragement has propelled me to this point and for that I 

am immensely grateful. Lastly, I wish to thank the many educators over the course of my 

life that contributed to the man I am today – Mrs. Monique Bowman, Mrs. Suelllen 

Brown, Mrs. Deanna Lawley, Mr. Eric Lee, Dr. David LoConto, Dr. William Palya, Ms. 

Lisa Reaves, Mrs. Peggy Threatt, and Mr. Ronnie White – these individuals are true 

educators that believe a classroom is not just a place for teaching subject material, but for 

teaching life lessons as well.  

 

 

 



 

 

vii 

Table of Contents 

Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study ................................................................................... 1 

Introduction ................................................................................................................... 1 

Background of the Study ............................................................................................... 3 

Problem Statement ......................................................................................................... 7 

Purpose of the Study ...................................................................................................... 8 

Research Questions and Hypotheses ............................................................................. 9 

Advancing Scientific Knowledge ................................................................................ 12 

Significance of the Study ............................................................................................. 13 

Rationale for the Methodology .................................................................................... 15 

Nature of the Research Design for the Study .............................................................. 16 

Definition of Terms ..................................................................................................... 17 

Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations ............................................................. 18 

Summary and Organization for the Remainder of the Study ...................................... 20 

Chapter 2: Literature Review ............................................................................................ 22 

Introduction to the Chapter and Background of the Problem ...................................... 22 

Theoretical Foundations .............................................................................................. 23 

Kirkpatrick's hierarchy .......................................................................................... 24 

Contingency theory ................................................................................................ 25 

Review of the Literature .............................................................................................. 28 

Human resource development ............................................................................... 30 

Systemic practices ................................................................................................. 31 

Utility ..................................................................................................................... 38 



 

 

viii 

Organizational results ............................................................................................ 39 

Public and private sector organizational climate ................................................... 41 

Quantitative research design .................................................................................. 44 

Summary ...................................................................................................................... 45 

Chapter 3: Methodology .................................................................................................... 47 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 47 

Statement of the Problem ............................................................................................ 48 

Research Questions and Hypotheses ........................................................................... 48 

Research Methodology ................................................................................................ 51 

Research Design .......................................................................................................... 52 

Population and Sample Selection ................................................................................ 55 

Instrumentation ............................................................................................................ 57 

Validity ........................................................................................................................ 59 

Reliability .................................................................................................................... 60 

Data Collection Procedures ......................................................................................... 61 

Data Analysis Procedures ............................................................................................ 63 

Ethical Considerations ................................................................................................. 64 

Limitations ................................................................................................................... 65 

Summary ...................................................................................................................... 67 

Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results ............................................................................... 68 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 68 

Descriptive Data .......................................................................................................... 69 

Data Analysis Procedures ............................................................................................ 73 



 

 

ix 

Results ......................................................................................................................... 74 

HRD climate overview .......................................................................................... 74 

Systemic practices overview ................................................................................. 78 

Utility overview ..................................................................................................... 81 

Orgnizational results overview .............................................................................. 83 

Influence of HRD on systemic practices ............................................................... 86 

Influence of HRD on utility ................................................................................... 88 

Influence of HRD on organizational results .......................................................... 89 

Summary ...................................................................................................................... 90 

Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations ............................................. 93 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 93 

Summary of the Study ................................................................................................. 94 

Summary of Findings and Conclusions ....................................................................... 96 

HRD climate overview .......................................................................................... 96 

Systemic practices overview ................................................................................. 98 

Utility overview ..................................................................................................... 98 

Organizational results overview ............................................................................ 99 

HRD influence on systemic practices .................................................................... 99 

HRD influence on utility ..................................................................................... 100 

HRD infuence on organizational results .............................................................. 101 

Conclusions ......................................................................................................... 103 

Implications ............................................................................................................... 105 

Theoretical implications ...................................................................................... 106 



 

 

x 

Practical implications .......................................................................................... 107 

Future implications .............................................................................................. 107 

Recommendations ..................................................................................................... 108 

Recommendations for future research ................................................................. 108 

Recommendations for practice ............................................................................ 109 

Concluding Statement ................................................................................................ 110 

Appendix A: HRD-ES Instrument ................................................................................... 127 

Appendix B: Pre-Notice .................................................................................................. 132 

Appendix C: Permission to Use SurveyMonkey™ Platform .......................................... 133 

Appendix D: Informed Consent ...................................................................................... 134 

Appendix E: Permission to Use Q4TE Instrument .......................................................... 135 

 Appendix F: Permission to Use Human Resource Development Climate Survey ......... 140 

 

  



 

 

xi 

List of Tables 

Table 1. Summary of Legislative and Administrative Actions Implemented in the 1990s ........... 4!

Table 2. Ethnicity of Survey Participants .................................................................................... 72!

Table 3. Job Level of Survey Participants ................................................................................... 72!

Table 4. Years of Experience for Survey Participants ................................................................. 73!

Table 5. Combined HRD Scale Mean Scores .............................................................................. 74!

Table 6. Public Sector HRD Scale Mean Scores ......................................................................... 76!

Table 7. Private Sector HRD Scale Mean Scores. ....................................................................... 77!

Table 8. HRD Climate Scale Between Groups t-Test ................................................................. 78!

Table 9. Combined Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores ........................................................ 78!

Table 10. Public Sector Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores ................................................. 79!

Table 11. Private Sector Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores ................................................ 80!

Table 12. Systemic Practices Scale Between Groups t-Test ....................................................... 80!

Table 13. Combined Utility Scale Mean Scores .......................................................................... 81!

Table 14. Public Sector Utility Mean Scores .............................................................................. 82!

Table 15. Private Sector Utility Mean Scores ............................................................................. 82!

Table 16. Utility Scale Between Groups t-Test ........................................................................... 83!

Table 17. Frequency and Modality of Development Activities .................................................. 84!

Table 18. Combined Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores ............................................... 84!

Table 19. Public Sector Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores ........................................... 85!

Table 20. Private Sector Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores .......................................... 86!

Table 21. Organizational Results Scale Between Groups t-Test ................................................. 86!

Table 22. HRD and Systemic Practices Pearson Correlation Coefficients ................................. 87!



 

 

xii 

Table 23. HRD and Utility Pearson Correlation Coefficients ..................................................... 88!

Table 24. HRD and Organizational Results Pearson Correlation Coefficients ........................... 89!

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

xiii 

List of Figures 

Figure 1. HRD challenges reported at 23 federal agencies ................................................. 7!

Figure 2. Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation taxonomy ...................................................... 24!

Figure 3. Contingency theory visualization ...................................................................... 27!

Figure 4. Scales of the Q4TE Instrument .......................................................................... 58!

Figure 5. Participants by sector ......................................................................................... 70!

Figure 6. Education level of all participants. .................................................................... 71!

Figure 7. Highest level of education by sector .................................................................. 71!

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

1 

Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

Introduction 

Human resource development is the process of improving individual, group, and 

organizational performance through training, career development, and organizational 

development initiatives (Garavan, 2007; Nadler & Nadler, 2012). One discipline that 

requires significant human resource development attention is the contract management 

field. Contract management is a complicated discipline that requires a specific knowledge 

set regarding policies, procedures, rules, and regulations, as well as analytical ability, 

mathematical skill, and strong verbal and written communication skills. The contract 

management workforce in the United States is comprised of individuals who support 

organizations in the public and private sectors. Recent developments within the contract 

management field make highly qualified contracting professionals essential. In a 

publication by the Booz Allen Hamilton organization (2013), increased expectations 

placed on contracting professionals, increasing acquisition complexity, shifting contract 

methods, and fewer contracting professionals handling more complex work are examples 

of recent developments within the field that make highly qualified contracting 

professionals imperative. Contract management professionals that are inadequately 

prepared or not supported properly by their organization will implement contract 

management processes poorly, which creates unnecessary or exorbitant costs. Effective 

human resource development practices can be the key to a strong contract management 

workforce (Mainoo, Addo, & Kobina, 2014).  

Federal contracts comprise a significant proportion of the annual federal 

government’s budget. Spending on federal contracts has increased from $206 billion in 
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fiscal year (FY) 2000 to $537 billion in FY 2011, which is an increase of approximately 

206% (“Contracts Data,” 2012). Federal spending increased at an average rate of 12% per 

year for FY 2000 through FY 2008, but growth in spending started to decline beginning 

in FY 2009 (“The White House,” n.d.). Current procurement spending remains at greater 

than $500 billion per year. Streamlined contract management procedures implemented in 

the 1990s led to high spending levels on federal procurement, according to the United 

States Government Accountability Office [GAO] (2003). Streamlined procedures made it 

easier for federal agencies to procure goods and services such as information technology 

and management support services. With such a large federal investment at stake, public 

contracting professionals, as well as their counterparts in the private sector, must have the 

knowledge and skills necessary for effectively managing contracts.  

Chapter 1 includes discussion of the background for the study, an overview of the 

problem, and an overview of the purpose of the research. The background of the study 

describes the present and historical state of the problem under investigation. The research 

problem is a statement about the issue under investigation and the purpose of the research 

describes the rational and importance of completing the study. Next, Chapter 1 provides a 

discussion regarding the significance of the study, the nature of the study, the research 

questions, and the theoretical frameworks that ground the study. The significance of the 

study describes how the knowledge provided through this study will be beneficial. The 

nature of the study and the research questions briefly describe the methods for 

completion of the study and the research questions under evaluation. The theoretical 

frameworks section discusses the theories that ground the study under investigation. 

Chapter 1 closes with a discussion of key definitions and assumptions, limitations, and 
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delimitations for the study. The key definitions section provides definitions for the key 

terms used throughout the study. Assumptions describe theoretical and methodological 

suppositions and limitations describe uncontrollable factors that limit the research. The 

delimitations discussion describes controllable factors imposed on the research to narrow 

the scope of the study. 

Background of the Study 

Performance of the acquisition workforce is a source of significant interest for the 

federal government and others (GAO, 2010; GAO, 2013). The scrutiny of the contract 

management workforce is partly a function of the amount of money invested in federal 

contracts as well as significant contracting failures occurring in recent years. An example 

of such a contracting failure is the rollout of the website and underlying infrastructure for 

the Affordable Care Act’s healthcare.gov website (Aitoro, 2013). The highly publicized 

failure had a negative impact on the rollout of the already sensitive and controversial 

Affordable Care Act legislation as well as cost implications to the United States federal 

government. Ineffective training, a subsequent a lack of knowledge on best practices in 

procurement, and poor organizational processes contributed, at least in part, to the failure.  

The United States Congress has worked to improve the acquisition workforce 

since the 1970s because of significant issues that the government experienced (GAO, 

2002). Significant issues related to contract management over the course of several 

decades prompted the government to create the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 

(OFPP) and the Federal Acquisition Institute (FAI). The objective of OFPP and FAI is to 

provide clear and specific guidance to agencies as well as to bolster the effectiveness of 

the contract management workforce. In the 1990s, the United States Congress expressed 
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concern regarding several large-scale and significant contracting failures. The contracting 

workforce failed to provide the necessary oversight and management of federal contracts, 

which led to multi-million dollar cost increases and significant schedule delays. 

Therefore, implementation of several legislative and administrative actions ensued, as 

outlined in Table 1.  

Table 1 
 
Summary of Legislative and Administrative Actions Implemented in the 1990s 

 
Note: This is the work of the government of the United States of America and is not 
copyrighted. Reprinted from U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2002). Contract 
management workforce: Agencies need to better define and track the training of their 
employees. (GAO Publication No. GAO-02-737). 
 

Following the enactment of legislation and administrative actions in the 1990s, 

issues with federal contracting workforce persisted (GAO, 2002). Training issues 

prompted Congress to request that GAO examine how federal agencies define contracting 

Page 4 GAO-02-737  Acquisition Workforce

which significant acquisition-related functions are performed.”  The
Clinger-Cohen Act also required civilian agencies to collect standardized
information on their acquisition workforce and establish education,
training, and experience requirements that are “comparable to those
established for the same or equivalent positions” in DOD and the military
services. Table 1 provides more details on this act and other legislation
and federal agency initiatives.

Table 1: Key Acquisition Training Legislation and Administrative Actions

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy
(OFPP) Act, P.L. 93-400, codified in 41
U.S.C. §401 et seq.

This act created OFPP within the Office of Management and Budget to provide
governmentwide leadership for agencies other than DOD in procurement matters. The
act was amended to establish FAI, which under the direction of OFPP, was to, among
other things, (1) promote the development of the acquisition workforce, (2) analyze
acquisition career fields to identify competencies for acquisition positions, and (3)
develop training courses.

The Defense Acquisition Workforce
Improvement Act, P.L. 101-510, codified in
10 U.S.C. §1701 et seq.

This act recognized acquisition as a multidisciplinary career field for DOD comprised of
11 functional areas – program management; systems planning, research,
development, engineering, and testing; procurement, including contracting; industrial
property management; logistics; quality control and assurance; manufacturing and
production; business, cost estimating, financial management, and auditing; education,
training, and career development; construction; and joint development and production
with other government agencies and foreign countries. The act also directed the
Secretary of Defense to establish minimum education, training, and experience
requirements, and a defense acquisition university structure.

OFPP Policy Letter 92-3 In implementing the acquisition workforce provisions of the OFPP Act, this guidance
established a standard set of contracting competencies and identified specific training
requirements for personnel in the contracting and purchasing occupational series and
contracting officers.

The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, P.L. 104-
106, codified in 41 U.S.C. §433 et seq.

This act requires civilian agencies, in consultation with OFPP, to establish education,
training, and experience requirements for civilian agencies’ acquisition workforce and
to ensure uniform implementation of policies and procedures among components to the
maximum extent practicable. The act also requires OFPP to establish minimum
qualification requirements and to ensure that agencies collect and maintain
standardized information on the acquisition workforce.

OFPP Policy Letter 97-01 In implementing provisions of the Clinger-Cohen Act, this guidance requires agencies
to (1) identify and publish model career paths and (2) establish education, core training,
and experience requirements for enumerated acquisition personnel. The letter defined
the “acquisition workforce” to include contracting and purchasing, contracting officers,
CORs, and COTRs; it also stated that the Administrator of OFPP would “consult with
the agencies in the identification of other acquisition related positions.” Furthermore
this policy letter delegated to FAI the responsibility for developing, with the agencies
and the Office of Personnel Management, a governmentwide management information
system that would allow agencies to collect and maintain acquisition workforce
information including the employees’ completion of all core training courses.

Source: GAO’s analysis.

OFPP Policy Letter 97-01 directs executive agencies to establish core
training for entry and advancement in the acquisition workforce. Agencies
normally establish specific core training required to meet the standards for
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professionals and other acquisition-related positions, if federal agencies have specific 

training requirements for contracting professionals, and if significant funding was 

allocated to training the contract management and acquisition workforce. The study by 

GAO (2002) found that different agencies define the acquisition workforce differently. 

Having different definitions for the workforce across the government makes designing 

and implementing consistent training practices more difficult. Additionally, GAO (2002) 

found that the government did not have the necessary information technology 

infrastructure in place for tracking the acquisition workforce and the associated training 

requirements. Therefore, agencies were relying on ineffective methods for tracking 

training and certification information for the acquisition workforce. GAO recommended 

that OFPP work with agencies to define the acquisition workforce in a more 

comprehensive manner. According to GAO, all individuals involved in the acquisition 

workforce must be capable of performing their job functions effectively (GAO, 2002).  

In 2013, Congress requested that GAO complete another review regarding 

acquisition workforce training. Specifically, Congress asked GAO to examine the role 

that OFPP and FAI play in ensuring acquisition training and certification requirements 

are met by agencies, the approach agencies take to ensure that training requirements are 

met, and the extent to which government agencies evaluate training outcomes (GAO, 

2013). While GAO found that OFPP and FAI work closely to manage training 

information, more work is required to streamline training guidance and to leverage 

training resources across the federal government (GAO, 2013). Additionally, GAO found 

that less than half of agencies had information on whether acquisition training and 

certification was having a positive impact on improving individual skills or 
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organizational success. Lack of information and metrics on the organizational impacts 

from human resource development (HRD) is not restricted to government agencies; many 

private sector companies do not know the extent to which HRD influences individual and 

organizational results (Phillips, 2003). GAO concluded that given tremendous 

procurement investments that are made by the government each year, it is essential that 

contract and acquisition professionals be trained and developed sufficiently to carry out 

their responsibilities effectively and accurately.  

Enabling an effective and efficient workforce is only capable if organizations 

understand the extent to which training and development practices influence 

organizational results (GAO, 2010). Training evaluation is an important component in 

understanding the performance of the (HRD) environment. However, according to the 

Defense Acquisition University (DAU), there is little consistency between various 

organizations in measuring the training and development outcome metrics (Dacus, 2011). 

Understanding the influence of human resource development on systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results are key to enabling acquisition workforce 

improvements. Systemic practices are the extent to which organizations evaluate HRD 

activities, how often training, development, and mentorship opportunities are made 

available to staff, and the modality of employee development opportunities. Utility is the 

extent to which employees identify development activities as useful to performing their 

job. Organizational results include measurements of employee productivity, efficiency, 

and overall satisfaction. Limited research exists that explores these facets for contracting 

professionals in the public and private sectors (Hawkins, Gravier, & Powley, 2011). 

Despite limited information, ensuring a high quality and effective human resource 
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development environment, which supports a strong acquisition workforce, remains a key 

concern for organizations. 

Contract and acquisition workforce development has been a source of concern for 

several decades. In the 1970s, Congress created the OFPP and FAI to more effectively 

articulate training requirements for contract and acquisition professionals. Since the 

creation of OFPP and FAI, the organizations have implemented numerous policies, 

procedures, and directives regarding the acquisition workforce. While these actions were 

a step in the right direction, continued acquisition workforce issues has prompted 

Congress to request GAO to investigate issues pertaining to training the acquisition 

workforce and the effectiveness of policies and procedure numerous times. Steps have 

been taken to make improvements for the contract and acquisition workforce, but more 

work remains (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1. HRD challenges reported at 23 federal agencies. This figure demonstrates the 
number of federal agencies reporting contracting workforce issues and the nature of those 
challenges. This is the work of the government of the United States of America and is not 
copyrighted. Reprinted from United States Government Accountability Office (2013).  

 

Problem Statement 

It was not known if and to what degree HRD influences systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results among contracting professionals in the public and 

private sectors. The literature indicated there was limited knowledge comparing public 

 
  
 
 
 

Page 20 GAO-13-231  Acquisition Workforce 

Figure 4: Challenges Reported by Agencies in Staff Attending Training 

 
Note: For “availability of budget resources for training” one agency did not respond, and for “priority 
level given to training by management” one agency reported “not applicable” and another reported 
“don’t know.” 
 

 
Agencies collect some training cost data and limited information about the 
benefits of their acquisition workforce training. Based on responses to our 
questionnaire, a supplemental data request, and discussions with 
agencies’ and FAI officials, we found that many agencies do not collect 
data on the costs of training provided to their acquisition workforce that 
can be used to inform agency and government-wide training resource 
investment decisions. In addition, some agencies do not have metrics to 
assess the effectiveness of their training. 

 

 
In response to our questionnaire, 16 of the 23 agencies provided cost 
data associated with their acquisition workforce training programs. After 
issuing a subsequent request for available cost information, 5 more 
agencies provided data related to the costs of individual acquisition 
workforce training courses. During our review, several agencies 
contacted us for clarification on the cost data we requested, noting that 
training cost data is not readily available within their agency. We have 
previously reported that training costs can include expenses for 
instructional development; participant and instructor attendance; facility, 
material, and equipment costs; and travel and per diem expenses.19 The 

                                                                                                                     
19GAO-12-878 and GAO-04-546G. 

Lack of Comparable 
Cost Data and Limited 
Insights On Benefits 
of Training Hinder 
Efforts to Maximize 
Resources 
Government-wide  

Government-wide Training 
Cost Data Reported Is Not 
Comparable  
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and private sector HRD practices (Hawkins et al., 2011). Exploration of the problem 

provided actionable data necessary for HRD professionals, organizations, and education 

institutions to make informed decisions regarding HRD programs for contracting 

professionals. 

The contract management workforce consists of individuals employed in both the 

public and private sectors. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2014), there are 

more than 500,000 contracting professionals in the United States. Contracting 

professionals are responsible for billions of dollars of contracts each year, which 

necessitates that there be a strong and knowledgeable workforce. Therefore, having a 

strong HRD environment that results in well-prepared employees is an essential 

component of ensuring contracts are managed in the most cost-effective manner possible. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to explore how HRD 

influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational results for public and private 

sector contracting professionals who are members of the National Contract Management 

Association (NCMA). The dependent variable, HRD, was identified as improving 

organizational performance through career development and organizational development 

initiatives. Systemic practices were identified as organizational training and development 

evaluation practices. Utility was identified as how well individuals can apply 

development opportunities to their day-to-day work. Organizational results were 

identified as the extent to which an organization achieves its mission. 

NCMA is a nationwide professional organization for contracting professionals 

and is the largest association dedicated to the profession. NCMA consists of contracting 
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professionals employed in both the public and private sectors from across the United 

States. The NCMA, the data source for the study, consists of 19,136 members – 

approximately 25% are public sector employees, 64% are private sector employees, and 

the remaining 11% include attorneys, accountants, consultants, and other unaffiliated 

members (NCMA, 2012).  

A strong HRD climate is an essential component of demonstrating a commitment 

to organizational success (Kaifeng, Lepak, Jia, & Baer, 2012). The study seeks to 

determine the extent to which HRD in the public and private sectors influence systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results. Understanding more about HRD in the public 

and private sectors has practical implications, namely, the ability for the organizations to 

determine the strengths and needs of existing practices. Armed with this knowledge, 

federal government, private organizations, and educational institutions will have the 

ability to effectuate positive change for the acquisition workforce.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses  

The continued need for acquisition workforce improvements guided the 

formulation of the research questions for the study. Through investigating the research 

questions, organizations have increased insight into how HRD in the public and private 

sectors influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. The independent 

construct under investigation is HRD climate. Variables for the independent construct 

include organizational commitment, management involvement, and proactivity. The 

dependent constructs under investigation include systemic practices, utility, and 

organizational results. The systemic practices construct consists of three variables, which 

include HRD evaluation quality, frequency of training and individual development 
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opportunities, and training modality. The utility construct measured the extent to which 

training participants identify the training program as pertinent and applicable to their day-

to-day duties. Finally, the organizational results construct consists of the three variables, 

which include employee productivity, efficiency, and overall satisfaction. The following 

research questions and hypotheses guide the study: 

R1: To what extent does human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

H10: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H1a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the public 

sector among contracting professionals. 

R2: To what extent does the human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

H20: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H2a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

R3: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

public sector among contracting professionals? 

H30: Human resource development does not influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H3a: Human resource development does influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals. 
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R4: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

private sector among contracting professionals? 

H40: Human resource development does not influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H4a: Human resource development does influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

R5: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

H50: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H5a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

R6: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

H60: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H6a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

Utilization of the adapted survey instrument the human resource development – 

environmental survey (HRD-ES) provided the questions necessary to obtain the 

appropriate data to answer the research questions under investigation. Questions focused 

on the extent to which acquisition training and certification influences systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results in the private and public sectors for contracting 
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professionals. Data analysis allowed for acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses. HRD 

professionals and others are able to use the findings from the study to determine the areas 

that require action. Answering the research questions and evaluating the hypotheses 

benefits the acquisition and contract management field by providing information 

necessary for enhancing HRD programs in the public and private sectors.   

Advancing Scientific Knowledge 

Research that compares public and private sector practices is limited (Hawkins et 

al., 2011). This study addressed the gap in the literature by examining the influence of 

HRD on systemic practices, utility and organizational results. Because of this study, more 

information is available about HRD in relation to systemic practices, utility, and 

organizational results in the context of contracting professionals in the public and private 

sectors. This information is valuable to organizational leadership, HRD practitioners, and 

educational institutions responsible for providing development to contracting 

professionals. 

The study is grounded in two theoretical frameworks – Kirkpatrick’s training 

evaluation taxonomy and the organizational contingency theory. Kirkpatrick’s (1959) 

training evaluation taxonomy is the primary theoretical framework for the study. 

Kirkpatrick’s model describes the concept that as evaluation of HRD practices within an 

organization improve; the overall quality of the HRD environment improves. The second 

theoretical foundation for this study was contingency theory. Contingency theory states 

that the more skilled the organization is at adapting to environmental changes, the greater 

the probability of successful outcomes for the organization (Scott, 1981). The data 

collected through this study was examined in light of each of these theories and provided 
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additional evidence in support of the theories or demonstrated areas where additional 

research might be beneficial.  

Significance of the Study 

This study is beneficial to public and private sector organizations that engage in 

federal contracting, education institutions that provide training to contracting 

professionals, such as the Defense Acquisition University, and to the body of literature in 

the HRD and contract management fields. The study provided information to public and 

private sector organizations, which the study helps, close a gap that existed in the 

literature through providing insight into the similarities and differences between the 

public and private sectors amongst contracting professionals (Hawkins et al., 2011).  

The study also benefits public and private sector organizations that engage in 

federal contracting. Over several decades, GAO has highlighted numerous deficiencies in 

contract management and made recommendations for action in order to improve 

acquisition workforce HRD practices (GAO, 2002; GAO, 2013). The study provides 

information on the extent to which these recommendations have influenced systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results. GAO specifically made recommendations to 

public sector organizations, so this study will add additional information to the field by 

determining if the recommendations to the public sector resulted in a statistically 

significant variation between the two sectors. Further, this study could benefit 

organizations by providing specific and actionable information related to HRD factors 

that contribute most to organizational results. Ultimately, the information that results 

from the study will allow organizations to make more informed decisions regarding HRD 

program structure to more effectively impact bottom-line organizational results. 
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The study also provides insight about HRD that will benefit educational 

institutions providing job-related education to contracting professionals. The study 

provides information on the relationship between HRD and organizational results. 

Therefore, training organizations have information necessary for determining the factors 

that contribute most to improving organizational results, which include employee 

productivity, efficiency, and overall satisfaction. Armed with this information, 

educational institutions have the information necessary to structure development 

programs in line with the factors that are most likely to yield positive organizational 

results. 

The study benefits the body of HRD and contract management literature. 

According to Hawkins et al. (2011), additional research comparing organizational 

practices for contract professionals in the public and private sectors was needed. The 

study provides data that contributes to the HRD field by demonstrating the extent to 

which HRD practices influence systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. 

Additionally, the study is beneficial to the contract management literature, as provides 

data that can be used to inform organizations on the factors that contribute most to 

organizational results.  

The information that resulted from the study provides organizations, educational 

institutions, and HRD professionals with data on the strengths and weaknesses that are 

present in each sector, granular comparative data between the public and private sectors – 

which is cited as an existing gap in the literature – and provides guidance for future 

research inquiries. If the public and private sectors are more aware of strengths and needs 

in each respective sector, the opportunity exists for evaluation of best practices and 
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subsequent modeling of training programs to align more closely with programs that are 

more effective. 

Rationale for the Methodology 

The study used a quantitative research methodology, falls within the post-

positivist paradigm. Quantitative research within the post-positivist paradigm uses a 

deductive approach and rejects the concept that absolute truth can be discovered when 

research involves human participants (Parylo, 2012). Furthermore, HRD researchers 

commonly employ a quantitative methodology quantitative methodologies often rely on 

data obtained through surveys. Within the quantitative methodological construct, data 

analysis commonly occurs to test hypotheses using statistical methods. Several recent 

studies in the development and human resources arenas have used quantitative 

methodologies (Hua, 2013; Tsang-Kai, 2010; Van Eerde, Tang, & Talbot, 2008). 

According to Grohmann and Kauffeld (2013), quantitative HRD research using 

surveys offers a cost-effective means to determine specific HRD influences on an 

organization. Grohmann and Kauffeld maintain that a quantitative survey-based research 

approach is most appropriate because of the ease of administration to a large number of 

participants as well as the cost effectiveness of such an approach. Grohmann and 

Kauffeld (2013) were not the first researchers to use a quantitative survey instrument to 

measure the extent to which HRD practices influences organizational outcomes. One 

such study examined the first three levels of Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy within an 

organization using a survey (Lim & Morris, 2006). Therefore, precedent exists in the 

literature calling for quantitative research design in HRD evaluation research.  
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Nature of the Research Design for the Study  

The study employed a quantitative correlational research approach to determine 

the extent to which HRD influences with systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results. According to Harvard University (2014), a quantitative research approach is 

appropriate when specific hypotheses are tested, concepts are defined as distinct 

variables, procedures are standard, and analysis occurs using statistics, tables, and charts. 

This study meets these criteria.  

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) between-groups t-tests determined the extent of 

the differences between the public and private sector groups. ANOVA tests for 

significant variances between mean values for variables in an effort to identify 

differences (Creswell, 2013). Additionally, the Pearson correlation coefficient, also 

known as Pearson’s r, was used to assess the extent of correlations between the 

dependent and independent variables. Pearson’s r measures the extent to which variables 

are related (Pearson, 2010). The statistical analyses conducted for the study provides 

insight into each sector’s HRD practices that have the most impact on systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results.  

The source of data for the study was the National Contract Management 

Association (NCMA) through which a purposive sample was acquired. NCMA members 

received a pre-notice regarding the survey via the NCMA website and a contract 

management professional group on LinkedIn. The pre-notice informed members of the 

purpose and importance of the study. Using a pre-notice letter increases survey 

participation (Phillips, 2003). Two weeks after the pre-notice, members received the link 

to complete the survey via the NCMA newsletter. Next, data collection proceeded until 
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obtaining a sufficient number of responses for statistical analysis purposes. After data 

collection, data was imported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

version 22.0 and analyzed.  

Definition of Terms 

The following list of definitions provide for a common understanding of terms 

used throughout the study: 

Contract management. Contract management is defined as the process of 

requesting proposals from vendors, evaluating proposals, awarding contracts, 

implementing contracts, measuring work completed, and computing payments. 

Additionally, contract management also involves monitoring the contract relationship, 

addressing issues that arise, making necessary modifications to the contract, ensuring that 

both parties meet or exceed expectations, and interacting with the opposite party to 

ensure the contract’s objectives are met (Hunsaker, 2009). 

Contingency theory. Contingency theory is the concept that organization 

formation occurs in a manner that is consistent with the environment with which the 

organization must interact (Scott, 1981). 

Human resource development (HRD). HRD is the process of improving 

individual, group, and organizational performance through training, career development, 

and organizational development initiatives (Garavan, 2007; Nadler & Nadler, 2012). 

Kirkpatrick four-level training evaluation hierarchy. The Kirkpatrick 

evaluation hierarchy is an HRD standard for training evaluation. The model has four 

hierarchical levels: reaction, learning, behavior, and results (Giovengo, 2014). 
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National Contract Management Association (NCMA). NCMA is a 

professional organization for contract and procurement specialists and is the largest 

association dedicated to the profession. NCMA has more than 19,000 members from 

across the United States (NCMA, 2012). 

Private sector. Private sector is defined as organizations that are non-

governmental and not tax supported (Nutt, 2005). 

Public sector. Public Sector is defined as organizations that are governmental and 

tax-supported (Nutt, 2005). 

Organizational effectiveness. Organizational effectiveness is defined as the 

ability of an organization to generate the outcomes the organization wants to fulfill 

(Etzioni, 2012). 

Training and development evaluation. Training and development evaluation is 

defined as a process to determine the value or meaning of a training program and its 

effect on an organization (Phillips, 2003) 

Training modality. Modality is defined for the purposes of the study as the 

approach through which training is offered, which may be face-to-face, via electronic 

methods, blended methods, or some other approach (Kathryn, 2011) 

Training and development satisfaction. Training and development satisfaction 

is the extent to which training participants are engaged in the training and development 

process and have a positive experience with the overall HRD program (Latif, Jan, & 

Shaheen, 2013)  

Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 

All research inquiries have certain assumptions, limitations, and delimitations 
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(Leedy & Ormrod, 2012). Assumptions describe theoretical and methodological 

suppositions that are made by a researcher. Limitations describe uncontrollable factors 

that constrain the research, while delimitations are factors imposed purposefully on the 

research to narrow the scope of the study. Delimitations are important because they 

narrow the universe of information, which makes the study possible. 

The following assumptions were present in the study:  

• Participants are representative of contracting professionals;  

• Participants answered the survey questions honestly;  

• Participants took time to answer the survey questions accurately;  

• Participants understood the survey questions as intended; and  

• The survey administration service operated as intended and precludes 

participants from submitting more than one response.  

The study had two primary limitations. The study used a purposive sampling 

method. Although, the sampling method was a technical limitation, the sampling 

approach drew a sample from a specialized group of participants who were best suited to 

answer the research questions. However, it is possible that the data resulting from the 

study could have over-represented or under-represented the public and private sector 

groups. Mitigation of the limitation occurred though reviewing demographic information 

to determine the extent to which the respondents matched the known population 

demographics such as the public and private sector mix. Additionally, surveys can 

present additional limitations. Respondents may not remember the information asked, 

data errors can occur as a result of the individuals who chose to respond to the survey, 

and finally questions may not have been understood by all participants exactly the same. 
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The limitations were addressed by piloting the survey, providing clear instructions, and 

working with NCMA leadership to ensure that the survey was advertised in a manner to 

elicit a representative sample.  

The following delimitations were present in the study:  

• In order to make the study possible within time and budgetary constraints, 

NCMA was chosen as the data source versus the entire universe of 

contracting professionals;  

• For the purposes of the study the following dependent constructs are being 

considered: systemic practices, utility, and organizational results; and  

• Phillips (1991) added a 5th level to Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy – assessment 

of return on investment (ROI). For the purposes of the study, assessment 

of the first four levels of the hierarchy took place. Routine collection of 

ROI data is not typical because of perceived difficulty in collection of said 

data (Subramanian, Sinha, and Gupta, 2012).  

Summary and Organization for the Remainder of the Study 

Chapter 1 introduced the study topic – HRD influence on systemic practices, 

utility and organization results – explored the background of the study, defined the 

research problem, and the described the purpose of the research. Additionally, the 

problem under investigation was examined, the nature of the research was discussed, and 

the study’s limitations, assumptions, and delimitations for the study were defined. The 

research problem was it was not known if and to what degree HRD influences systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results among contracting professionals in the public 

and private sectors because of a gap in the literature. The purpose of the quantitative 
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correlational study was to explore how HRD climate influences systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results for public and private sector contracting professionals 

who are members of the National Contract Management Association. The research is 

significant because it makes contributions to improving public and private organizational 

HRD practices and it makes headway in closing a gap in the literature by providing 

insight into the similarities and differences between the HRD environments in the public 

and private sectors amongst contracting professionals. 

Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive review of the literature. In Chapter 2 the 

following topics are covered: a description of the literature search, an in-depth discussion 

of the theoretical constructs that ground the study, the history of federal contracting, a 

review of HRD program evaluation methods, systemic practice, HRD and utility, and 

HRD and organizational results. The literature review chapter closes with a discussion on 

the description of the extant environments in the public and private sectors and lastly, a 

description of literature that supports and provides the rationale for this quantitative 

study. Chapter 3 describes the methodology, research design, and procedures used for the 

investigation. Chapter 4 details how the data was analyzed and provides both a written 

and graphic summary of the results from this study. Chapter 5 also provides interpretation 

and discussion of the results from the study.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction to the Chapter and Background of the Problem 

A literature review is the systematic collection and synthesis of scholarly work 

that surrounds a given topic (Smallbone & Quinton, 2011). The literature review began 

with a search for broad concepts about a given topic and was refined to more and more 

specific search criteria as the literature review process progresses. A literature review is 

significant because it provides context for the study, assists in identifying gaps in the 

literature, and provides readers with a comprehensive review of information pertinent to 

the study under investigation (Zorn, 2006).  

Contract management in the United States traces its roots back to practices 

established in England. During the Revolutionary War, contract management became 

important in the United States to ensure that goods were in the right place at the right 

time for the military. Problems regarding contract management procedures and the 

associated workforce have been a concern since the early days of contract management in 

the United States. In the early days of contract management, concerns primarily related to 

fraud and abuse (Keeney, 2007). While those concerns still exist in modern times, the 

focus has shifted to the necessity of appropriate skills and knowledge for contracting 

professionals (GAO, 2013). An organizational climate that supports appropriate and 

effective professional development of the contract management workforce is necessary to 

ensure contracting professionals have the appropriate knowledge and skills necessary for 

successfully carrying out their job duties (GAO, 2002; Kaifeng et al., 2012).  

There is limited knowledge about how the public and private sectors compare 

concerning HRD and the literature calls for more research (Hawkins et al., 2011). A need 
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exists to explore how HRD influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results for public and private sector contracting professionals. According to Hawkins et 

al. (2011), the lack of research on how the public and private sectors compare is 

problematic, more research is necessary in order to determine where continued needs 

exist, and improvements are possible. The overall purpose of the study was to assess the 

impact of HRD climate on systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. Chapter 

2 will address theoretical foundations for the study, provide a synthesis of the literature 

that exists on HRD, systemic practices, utility, and organizational results, discuss the 

environmental differences between the public and private sectors, and provide support for 

the study’s quantitative methodology.  

Theoretical Foundations 

A theoretical foundation is a combination of theories and their definitions used to 

ground the study and to demonstrate how the study ties to broader research concepts and 

bodies of knowledge (Richey, Klein, & Tracey, 2011). Two theoretical foundations 

ground this study – Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation taxonomy and contingency theory. 

Kirkpatrick’s (1959) model describes the concept that as evaluation of HRD practices 

within an organization improve; the overall quality of the HRD environment improves. 

Contingency theory is the concept that an organization must be adept at adjusting to 

environmental conditions; the more adept an organization is at meeting these 

environmental changes, the greater the probability of successful outcomes.  
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Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy. For the purpose of the study, having a framework from 

which to evaluate training program effectiveness was essential. The most prominent HRD 

evaluation method is Kirkpatrick’s four-level evaluation hierarchy (Alliger, Tannenaum, 

Bennett, Traver, & Shotland, 1997). Kirkpatrick (1959) found four levels exist from 

which to evaluate training – reactions, learning, behavior, and results (Figure 2). The 

higher the level of evaluation an organization reaches the more pertinent and valuable the 

information is in terms of improving HRD program. Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy is a simple 

and systematic approach for evaluating HRD initiatives, thus its appeal to organizations 

and researchers.  

 

 

Figure 2. Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation taxonomy. A graphical representation 
of the Kirkpatrick’s (1959) HRD evaluation hierarchy.  
 

The first level of Kirkpatrick’s (1959) hierarchy is the reaction level, which 

measures general satisfaction from trainees. Kirkpatrick views trainees as customers and 

specifically referred to the reaction level as a measure of customer satisfaction. 

Kirkpatrick postulated that a positive experience with training does not imply that 

learning has occurred, but a negative experience reduces the likelihood of learning 
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occurring. The next level of the hierarchy is learning, defined as the extent that trainees 

change their outlooks, expand their knowledge, and increase their skills because of the 

training. Kirkpatrick stressed the importance of learning objectives defined in a clear and 

concise fashion, so trainers know specifically what to measure. The third level of 

evaluation is the behavior level of the hierarchy, also known as the transfer of training. 

The level of evaluation focuses on measurable changes in the trainees’ behavior because 

of their training experience. Finally, the highest level of training evaluation is results. 

Results, as defined by Kirkpatrick, are the extent to which the training program achieves 

the desired outcomes (Kirkpatrick, 2010).  

Not all researchers agree that Kirkpatrick’s theoretical assumptions are correct, 

even though it is the most prominent approach in measuring training quality. Alliger and 

Janek (1989) completed a study that questioned Kilpatrick’s assumptions. Kilpatrick’s 

assumptions were that each level provides higher fidelity information, one level leads to 

the next level, and each level has a positive correlation with the next level. Alliger and 

Janek’s (1989) research, which spanned thirty years and over two-hundred studies on 

training evaluation, revealed that only a small number of positive correlations existed 

between more than two levels of the hierarchy. Few argue, however, with the fact that 

obtaining measurements at higher levels of the training evaluation hierarchy ultimately 

result in a higher quality HRD program.  

Contingency theory. Organizational effectiveness is of paramount importance in 

the today’s economic climate for public as well as private firms (Lewis, 2000). Theories 

of organizational effectiveness became popular in the literature during the 1980s 

(Cameron & Whetton, 1996). Several themes were consistent throughout the literature 
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such as, participatory management styles, innovative cultures, and customer engagement. 

However, researchers have not reached consensus on exactly what constitutes the theory 

of organizational effectiveness. Several areas are consistent across the literature:  

• Although the literature is inconsistent, organizational effectiveness must 

be attended to in both research and theory.  

• It is impossible to define comprehensively all the criteria and metrics that 

comprise organization effectiveness. 

• There are multiple models and theoretical constructs for organizational 

effectiveness. Depending on the research and circumstances, certain 

models are more useful and applicable than others. 

For the purposes of this study, Scott’s (1981) interpretation of the contingency 

theory of organization served as the secondary theoretical construct to ground this study. 

According to Scott (1981), contingency theory is the concept that organization formation 

occurs in a manner that is consistent with the environment with which the organization 

must interact (Figure 3). According to Donaldson (2001), the first mention of 

contingency theory in the literature occurred in 1967 by Lawrence and Lorshe, but the 

exact date that the theory originated is unknown. However, the underlying concepts of 

contingency theory first appeared in the literature in the 1950s, but were isolated to the 

science field. Sociological research and development gave rise to contingency theory. 

Specifically, Weber's research on organizational bureaucracy precipitated applying 

contingency theory to organizational management (Matyusz, 2012). The primary insight 

from contingency theory is that organizations facing different environmental conditions 

may use varying solutions, while maintaining organizational effectiveness. Essentially, 
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the theory demonstrates that varying environmental conditions require different 

organizational structures and reactions (Matyusz, 2012). 

 

 
Figure 3. Contingency theory visualization. This figure depicts how HRD influences 
organizational results from the view of contingency theory. Adapted from Donaldson, 
2001 

Contingency theory is the concept that there is no single way for a firm to 

organize that ensures success (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2012). A position within contingency 

theory is a firm must be agile in terms of adaptability in order to meet the needs of a 

changing environment. More specifically, the needs of the firm and demands of the 

environment in which the organization is functioning must reconcile in a manner that 

produces the most effective organization. The theory states that the structure of the 

organization has a direct relationship on an organization's effectiveness and that this 

relationship is empirically verifiable (Daft & Armstrong, 2009). Contingency theory 

rationale describes reasons for different organizational structures, models of organization, 

and assists organizations in identifying areas in which change is necessary to meet 

environmental evolution (Matyusz, 2012).  

Organiza)on!
Effec)veness!/!
Performance!

Organiza)onal!
Unit!/!Subunit!

HRD!Environment!

Organiza)onal!
Unit!/!Subunit!



 

 

28 

The Aston group published studies in response to a gap in the literature related to 

how contingency factors interact with organizational systems and behavior (Pugh et al., 

1963). The Aston group is the name for the group of researchers led by Pugh (1963). The 

Aston group published four works that are the foundation for the contingency theory 

literature. In the first study, the researchers evaluated the effect of organizational 

structure on behavior. The study was primarily theoretical in nature, but did provide 

recommendations for improving organizational structure to effectively impact employee 

behavior. The Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, and Turner (1968) study examined the 

recommendations made in the initial study. The study sampled organizations that 

employed more than 250 people. The sample was comprised of 52 firms that had 

different environmental conditions as well as management and organizational structures. 

The second study found that organizational structure is not standardized and that 

management styles other than Weber's bureaucratic approach can be more effective. The 

third study proposed a method for categorizing organizational structure and development 

and the final study validated structures using contingency factors identified in earlier 

research (Pugh et al., 1968). 

Review of the Literature 

The literature review was compiled by first completing exploratory research. The 

exploratory research took place by first searching Google Scholar for training and 

development articles. The initial literature search yielded several seminal articles on HRD 

evaluation, which led to the subsequent searches using identified keywords. The search 

for the keywords occurred across five academic databases: Academic OneFile, Academic 
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Search Complete, Business Source Complete, Ebsco, and ProQuest. The following 

primary keywords and phrases were searched:  

• contract management,  

• HRD evaluation,  

• Kirkpatrick,  

• contingency theory, 

• CIPP training evaluation,  

• KPMT model,  

• public sector environment,  

• private sector environment,  

• public sector HRD,  

• private sector HRD,  

• history of contract management 

• human resource development,  

• systemic practices,  

• utility, and 

• organizational results. 

When pertinent scholarly information was identified, utilization of the find similar works 

function within each of the databases yielded additional results. Additionally, articles’ 

primary sources that were pertinent to the study under investigation were analyzed for 

additional relevant information. This section provides a synthesis of the body of 

knowledge surrounding each of the four constructs under investigation – HRD, systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results.  
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Human resource development. HRD is a key function within organizations 

(Mohammed, Bhatti, Jariko, & Zehri, 2013). HRD is an evolving field, but the basic goal 

remains the same - improving individual, group, and organizational performance through 

training, career development, and organizational development initiatives (Garavan, 2007; 

Nadler & Nadler, 2012). HRD has advanced beyond the narrow view of simply training 

and has evolved into a more complete approach to learning, not only at the individual 

level, but at the organizational level as well. Leonard Nadler was the first to use the term 

HRD and he defined it as a group of related activities completed in a given time period to 

produce a behavioral change (Mittal, 2013). Other researchers have defined HRD since 

that time. McLagan (1989) defined HRD as the integration of training and development, 

career development, organizational development to improve individual, group, and 

organizational results. Rao (1985) defined HRD as a process that organizations must 

continuously use to assess the skills and knowledge of human capital in order to 

proactively plan for ensuring employees have the required skills to perform their present 

and future jobs within the organization.  

Organization must balance numerous considerations for HRD to be most 

effective. HRD must account for and anticipate how the organization may evolve as time 

progresses (Mittal, 2013). Understanding the manner in which an organization may 

change in the future is important to HRD because it provides the framework for a 

facilitative and appropriate environment for employees to learn and develop, which will 

assist the organization in reaching its goals. Additionally, Rao and Salunkje (2013), 

presented the following considerations for effective HRD within an organization: 
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• Organizational leadership must view people as their most valuable 

resource. 

• Organizational culture must support the concept that developing 

employees to perform their jobs more effectively is the job of every 

manager and supervisor within the organization.  

• Organizational culture must support that concept that all employees are 

capable of performing at higher levels at any point in their career. 

• Organizational communication is open and honest, as opposed to closed 

and guarded.  

HRD enables an organization to perform at its full capacity and is a means for creating a 

competitive advantage in today’s volatile environment. Specifically, effective HRD 

ensures that organizations are agile, their workforce is capable and flexible, and the 

workforce has the correct skills at the appropriate time (Mittal, 2013). 

Systemic practices. The term systemic practice, in a broad sense, refers to how 

the sum of multiple parts behaves (Kaufman, 1983). From an organizational development 

perspective, systemic practices refer to how the organizational components interact and 

result in some output, whether that output is positive or negative (Kaufman, 1983). 

Systemic practices in the context of the study under investigation are defined as training 

and development evaluation quality, frequency of training and individual development 

opportunities, and training modality. Systemic practices are an imperative consideration 

for organizations as HRD environments are established or modified to attain optimal 

organizational results (Saks & Burke, 2012). Development evaluation quality is most 

frequently ascertained using Kirkpatrick’s framework, but there are other models as well. 
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Kirkpatrick’s HRD evaluation framework. Kirkpatrick’s (1959) method for 

evaluating training and development activities remains the most prominent in the HRD 

field. Use of the framework is extensive in training and development evaluation and the 

vast majority of alternate approaches have their grounding in Kirkpatrick’s framework as 

described in the following sections. Every year the American Society for Training and 

Development (ASTD) conducts a survey to evaluate trends in HRD. Differing levels of 

organizations participate in the survey - Benchmarking Forum Organizations (BMF), 

Benchmarking Service Organizations (BMS), and BEST organizations. BMS 

organizations include a broad range of organizations across the United States, which 

constitute the norm for the United States. BMF organizations are comprised of global 

organizations and corporations. The findings from these annual assessments continue to 

identify training evaluation as an important and widely accepted practice amongst all 

three types of organizations (Brewer, 2007).  

Use of each of the levels of Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation hierarchy varies 

depending on a wide range of factors. Several studies have indicated low positive 

correlations between organizational performance and the level of evaluation used in the 

technical training, healthcare, and financial services industries (Gomez, 2003; Hill, 1999; 

Twitchell, 1997). However, Gomez (2003) determined that strong positive correlations 

exist between level 4 evaluation and performance outcomes. Hill (1999) determined that 

statistically significant strong positive correlations exist between the rationale for a 

training program and the use of levels 1 through 4 of Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy.  

Phillips (2003) described the existence of a significant relationship between an 

organization having a policy in place for evaluation and the use of each of the levels of 
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the training evaluation hierarchy. Additionally, there are strong indications that planning 

for training evaluation is strongly related to use of the training evaluation hierarchy as 

well as consistent reporting of training evaluation outcomes to senior management within 

the organization. Gomez (2003) went on to find that there are strong positive correlations 

between training evaluation program planning and the use of most of the levels of 

training evaluation. Further, in the study organizations that reached level 3, behavior, on 

the evaluation hierarchy, were found to be most likely to have conducted planning before 

the training program was implemented (Gomez, 2003). 

Other models of HRD evaluation. Several researchers have offered suggestions 

for improving upon Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy of training and development evaluation - the 

most prominent in the field of training and development evaluation (Han & Boulay, 

2013). One such modification was by J. Phillips who added a level to assess the 

organization’s return on investment. Measuring return on investment (ROI) for training is 

a complex and challenging issue for the training evaluation field (Subramanian, Sinha, & 

Gupta, 2012). Phillips proposed adding the fifth level to Kirkpatrick’s approach because 

of the benefits of assessing ROI. Assessing ROI enables the organization to know more 

about the benefits of a training program, determine the training programs that contribute 

to an organization success, ensures the organization focuses on results, and ultimately 

results in organizational changes in perception regarding training. Specifically, from the 

perspective of management, assessing ROI can change the perception of training being an 

investment versus being an expense. Although there are several benefits to assessing 

ROI, several drawbacks exist as well. Many managers contend that assessment of ROI is 
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difficult because of the necessity to isolate effects of training and convert training 

evaluation data into monetary values.  

The Kearns and Miller KPMT model of HRD evaluation is similar to the Phillips’ 

ROI model (Wankhede & Gujarathi, 2012). Both models insist that clear objectives are 

essential to effective training evaluation. One difference is that the KPMT model 

provides human resource development professionals with tools to implement the model. 

The KPMT model focuses on bottom line results using questionnaires, evaluation of 

existing training, and process mapping. KPMT consists of four levels of evaluation, 

which include reaction to training, learning, transfer of training to the workplace, and 

benefits. The level assessing benefits to the organization is similar to the ROI level of 

Phillips’ model, but goes further. The focus in the KPMT model is on the business need 

versus the training need. KPMT takes a hard line approach with regard to the ROI. More 

specifically, the KPMT model argues that if there is not a business case, then offering the 

training is unnecessary (Kearns & Miller, 1997).  

The Stufflebeam Context, Input, Process, and Product (CIPP) model is another 

method for training evaluation developed in the 1970s (Boonchutima & 

Pinyopornponich, 2013). CIPP is a systems-based model that proposes four stages to 

assess the effectiveness of a HRD program (Aaberg & Thompson, 2012). The first stage 

is context evaluation. At this point in evaluation, the overall purpose is to describe the 

needs and goals of training. The second stage is training evaluation, according to the 

model, is the evaluation of inputs. Input evaluation involves understanding what 

components are necessary for making the training process as effective as possible as well 

as providing a cost-benefit analysis. The third stage is the process evaluation stage. In the 
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third stage, the organization evaluates the specifics of training implementation and 

performance. Finally, the fourth stage is the product evaluation stage. In the final stage of 

evaluation, measurement to identify and document outcomes, assess the strengths and 

needs of the training program, and make a determination regarding the value of the 

training program occurs.  

According to Boonchutima and Pinyopornponich (2013), the context evaluation 

must assess areas such as the political and social environment as well as the availability 

of technology to the program. Additionally, the organization must consider the 

motivation of their personnel, the organizational culture, and leadership communication 

efforts within the organization. Next, the input evaluation stage should contain 

information pertaining to how the program will function from budgetary and 

administration perspective. The third stage, process evaluation, must consider three major 

areas - public relations, sustainment, and communication (Boonchutima & 

Pinyopornponich, 2013). Finally, product evaluation must consider the tasks performed, 

the amount, and quality of the tasks performed the participant’s change in behavior, and 

organization benefits. 

Barriers to implementing HRD evaluation methods. According to Phillips 

(2003), several barriers exist to implementing training evaluation practices within an 

organization. Some of the most commonly cited reasons for not implementing evaluation 

of training include: an organization does not have a policy requiring evaluation of 

training, cost, lack of training on how to obtain training evaluation measurements, or 

because a perceptions exists that training evaluation will not yield tangible benefits for 

the organization. Other studies describe that barriers to training evaluation occurring at 
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level 1 have a strong relationship to the lack of training evaluation policies within the 

organization. Additionally, lack of assessment at level 4 has a strong relationship with the 

cost associated with assessment at this level as well as the type of organization (Gomez, 

2003; Hill, 1999; Twitchell, 1997). 

Benefits of HRD evaluation. Although barriers exist in implementing training 

evaluation practices within an organization, numerous studies describe significant 

benefits in the use of training evaluation. As budgets are becoming constraining in both 

the public and private sectors, there is a call for more accountability related to training 

expenditure. Through training evaluation, organizations are can quantitatively describe 

the value of training programs to senior leaders within an organization as well as make 

better decisions about the continuation or discontinuation of particular training 

components (Grohmann & Kauffeld, 2013). Another benefit, according to Aguinis and 

Kraiger (2009), is that training evaluation provides psychometrically sound and theory-

based measures to assess the value of training and development. The literature also 

indicated that use of training evaluation metrics can be used as a marketing tool to attract 

and retain job candidates (Mainoo, Addo, & Kobina, 2014). Additionally, the same 

information can be used to market the value of training programs to individuals within a 

organization who may be skeptical of the associated value (Kraiger, 2002).  

Training and development frequency. Training and development frequency, or 

intensity, is how often training and development opportunities are available to employees 

within and organization. The literature on training and development frequency is limited 

and in some cases contradictory (Zwick, 2006). One of the first studies, which examined 

training and development frequency, identified a strong positive relationship between 
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employee output quality and number of hours in training (Holzer, Block, Cheatham, & 

Knott, 1993). Bartel (1994) found that businesses operating below their productivity 

goals and subsequently instituted additional training experienced improved productivity 

following increased training frequency. However, a subsequent study found bias because 

of unobserved heterogeneity between the variables, which complicated the findings of the 

original study (Griliches & Mairesse, 1998). Another study used a similar methodology 

as Bartel, but instead of using regression analysis on the change in training frequency, she 

regressed the level of training frequency on the change in productivity (Barrett & 

O’Connell, 2001). The results from this study indicated that training frequency has a 

positive significant impact on changes in workforce productivity. On the other hand, 

another study found that there was no correlation between training expenditures and 

performance (Bassi, Harrison, Ludwig, & McMurrer, 2001).  

Training and development modality. Training and development modality is the 

approach, through which training and development opportunities are offered, which may 

be face-to-face, via electronic methods, blended methods, or some other approach 

(Kathryn, 2011). According to Rao and Salunkhe (2013), HRD in the future will include 

more computer-based development opportunities and learning partnerships between 

private and public sectors. According to Kong and Jacobs (2012), classroom-based 

training is the most frequently used modality. The reason most organizations favor 

classroom-based training is because this approach allows participants and instructors to 

interact directly with one another. In the early 2000s, a steep increase was observed in the 

use of web-based training because of improvements in technology and distribution of 

technology within organizations. Classroom-based training and web and computer-based 
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training modalities have similarities, but have far more differences. Because of these 

differences, numerous studies have indicated how important it is to evaluate critically the 

differing HRD modalities (Curtain, 2002; Jung & Rha, 2003; Rumble, 2001).  

Utility. Utility, in the context of HRD, is defined as how well training and 

development activities transfer to the work environment (Jaidev & Chirayath, 2012). 

Another way of defining utility is how well individuals can apply development 

opportunities to their day-to-day work. One way utility is measured is through 

examination of how well training and development is maintained over time and 

generalized across different conditions (Holton & Baldwin, 2003). Several studies have 

been conducted that examine utility.  

Velada (2007) examined the relationship between HRD utility and training and 

development design, environmental conditions, and individual characteristics. The 

researchers found that in order to increase HRD utility, organizations must design 

training and development opportunities in a manner that strengthens employees’ beliefs 

that they are capable of applying new skills in the work environment. Furthermore, 

Velada found that providing feedback on individual performance following development 

activities is a key factor for increasing HRD utility.  

 Aufseb, Smukalla, and Abt (2009) examined 58 studies that examined HRD 

utility. The purpose of the research was to determine the variables that increase utility 

which organizations have control over and were had a significant enough impact to 

warrant investing organizational resources. Through the review of extant literature, the 

researchers found the following to be the most important factors that influence utility: 

• Characteristics of individual employees 
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• Design of the HRD program 

• The modality of training and development opportunities 

• The conduciveness of the organizational environment in reinforcing new 

learning and skills 

This study is valuable to HRD because it summarizes the variables that have the most 

impact on utility.  

Burke and Hutchins (2008) examined the variables that had the most significant 

impact on improving HRD utility. The researchers found that opportunities for improving 

utility occur in the design and delivery phase. Additionally, improvements to utility 

require not only an effective trainer, but an effective supervisor as well. The study 

demonstrated the importance of proactivity in HRD design and delivery as well as the 

importance of having an organizational climate that reinforces new learning through 

training and development opportunities. Burke and Hutchins (2008) suggested several 

best practices for improving the HRD utility – supportive supervisory staff, ensuring 

opportunities exist for employees to perform, training and development opportunities that 

are highly interactive, and training and development opportunities that directly tie to an 

employee’s current work.  

Organizational results. Organizational results are the extent to which an 

organization reaches its goals and achieves its mission (Mitchell, 2012). Obtaining 

organizational results is important to every organization, whether it is in the public or 

private sector, as this is a means for assessing how well the organization is performing 

against established criteria deemed important by the organization. Park and Jacobs (2011) 

found that an organization’s focus on HRD significantly contributes to organizations 
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results. In order to measure organizational results, it is necessary to assess employee 

productivity, efficiency, and satisfaction. 

Productivity. Productivity is defined as the amount of output in response to a 

given input (Huselid, 1995). In the context of HRD, productivity is the how well an 

employee performs in response to training and development. Studies have indicated the 

importance of HRD to impacting productivity. Nambwaayo and Ivanov (2014) found that 

the most important factor that influences an organization’s productivity level is HRD. 

Tabiu and Nura (2013) posit that organizations are striving to do more with less in 

today’s economic climate and that improving productivity is a key concern to most 

organizations. The researchers in this study also found that HRD initiatives are a key 

factor to improving productivity across an organization.  

Efficiency. Efficiency concerns how well an employee performs tasks to achieve 

organizational goals. Strategic HRD is an important component of improving employee 

efficiency (Kaifeng et al., 2012). Teodora, Emil, and Adriana (2013) conducted a study to 

determine the relationship between components of HRD. The researchers found that it is 

efficiency is an important measure of HRD effectiveness. However, Kaifeng et al. (2012) 

posit that strategic HRD may impact some measures of efficiency in a heterogeneous 

nature and certain HRD practices may have unequal impacts on different measures. The 

researchers argue that many studies on HRD and efficiency assume an equal impact of 

HRD on efficiency when this may not be the case. According to Kaifeng et al. (2012), 

steps should be taken by organizations to understand not only if relationships are present, 

but the extent of the relationships. Understanding the extent of the relationship between 
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HRD and efficiency ensures that the most proximal factors to improving efficiency are 

known and addressed.  

Satisfaction. Satisfaction is a key measure of organization results. Satisfaction is 

the extent to which training participants are engaged in the training and development 

process and have a positive experience with the overall HRD program (Latif et al., 2013). 

Several studies have examined the connection between HRD and satisfaction. Tan Fee 

and Yahna (2013) examined the impact of strategic HRD on employee satisfaction and 

found that satisfaction is strongly related to the HRD environment within an organization. 

The researchers describe satisfaction as being derived from improved knowledge of job 

requirements, ability to effectively and efficiently complete job requirements, and a sense 

that the company wishes to ensure that their employees are prepared for taking on 

additional responsibilities and are marketable within the organization. One method of 

improving employee satisfaction is by organizational promotion of high quality work. 

According to Spencer (2013) organizations have an ethical responsibility to promote high 

quality work within an organization and from an economical perspective it makes sense. 

Although the promotion of high-quality work is initially more costly because of HRD 

investments, it pays off through lower attrition rates, increased productivity, and 

improved organizational culture. Promoting high quality work includes ensuring that 

employees are assigned work that is meaningful and fulfills a purpose, which improves 

employee satisfaction.  

Public and private sector organizational climate. Organizational climate is 

defined as an organization’s general culture and psychology that is attributed to 

conditions imposed by the organization, such as management approach, organizational 
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intricacies and structure (Ali & Patnaik, 2014). Organizational Climate is a perception of 

how things are in the organizational environment, which is composed of a variety of 

elements or dimensions. According to Ferlie (1996), rapidly changing legislation, 

priorities, policies, organizational rigidity, and a top-down management approach 

characterizes HRD in the public sector. The environment exists because of the 

assumption that individuals in top management positions are capable of quickly initiating 

and implementing appropriate change initiatives within the organization without bias. 

However, according to Beer and Eisenstat (2000), a top-down strategy is not always the 

best approach. Beer and Eisenstat assert the importance of utilizing a bottom-up strategy 

to ensure the public employees buy-in and active involvement in training and change 

initiatives. The bottom-up approach is not the norm in the public sector because of its 

hierarchical structure. Additionally, the current economic and political landscape has 

resulted in increased scrutiny of the federal budget, which has resulted in decreased 

federal spending on training and HRD (Blimes & Gould, 2009). Decreased budgets have 

contributed to the austere nature of the training and development environment for 

contract management personnel.  

According to GAO (2002), Congress has attempted to determine the steps 

necessary to strengthen the contract management workforce because of a lack of skilled 

personnel since 1974, which is when the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) 

came into existence. Congress established the OFPP to create procurement policies for 

agencies within the executive branch of government with the primary goal of 

strengthening training available to the federal contract management workforce. In the 

1990s, significant contracting failures occurred because of an inadequately skilled 
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contract management workforce. Major contracting failures, leading to significant cost 

and schedule overruns for major systems contract managements, made the poor quality of 

training available to the contract management workforce even more apparent. 

Contracting failures prompted the passage of two articles of legislation — the Defense 

Contract management Workforce Improvement Act (DAWIA) in 1990 and the Clinger–

Cohen Act in 1996. These acts require minimum training, education, and experience 

requirements for defense and civilian agencies. To ensure the preparation of contracting 

professionals in civil service, Congress required OFPP to promote government-wide 

training certifications and trainings to ensure the workforce is capable of handling the 

complex nature of contracts (GAO, 2013). Defense Acquisition University (DAU) is 

primarily responsible for providing training, education, and certifications to contracting 

professionals, but agencies or third-party providers can also provide training.  

The need for organizations to maximize profits and to create a competitive 

advantage through adapting quickly to changing environmental conditions characterizes 

the private sector (Noe & Tews, 2012). Private sector organizations invest significant 

budget dollars in order to prepare employees to competently perform their jobs. In fact, 

according to the American Society for Training and Development (2012), the private 

sector spent $156.2 billion on training and development in 2011. Increased scrutiny from 

managers and decreased budgets, which results in significant changes to training 

implementation, characterizes the training and development environment in the private 

sector. Although according to research, an effective HRD environment should take 

precedence over the barriers that exist within the current economic climate (Zarim, & 

Zaki, 2014). Many organizations have strengthened efforts to increase the productivity of 



 

 

44 

employees by providing basic skills training. Additionally, as a way to improve employee 

engagement and retention, organizations focus on providing meaningful training and 

development opportunities. Finally, to justify expenses, training and development 

departments must demonstrate return on investment.  

Quantitative research design. Research is an essential component of academia. 

There are two primary types of research – qualitative research and quantitative research. 

Qualitative research has been defined in many ways, but the overarching principals of 

qualitative research remain the same. The primary focus of qualitative research is that it 

is exploratory in nature and seeks to understand concepts that are not known (Cochran & 

Dolan, 1984). Qualitative research is concerned with the meaning of yet to be understood 

concepts, while quantitative research, on the other hand, is concerned with the 

confirmation of concepts. According to Given (2008), quantitative research is defined as 

the measurement of phenomena in the environment and qualitative research is the process 

of understanding the attributes, or qualities, of phenomena.  

Quantitative research related to HRD falls within the post-positivist paradigm, 

which uses a deductive approach and rejects the concept that absolute truth can be 

discovered when research involves human participants (Parylo, 2012). Furthermore, HRD 

researchers commonly employ quantitative correlational research designs amongst other 

approaches. Quantitative correlational research designs often rely on data obtained 

through surveys. Within the research construct, data analysis commonly occurs to test 

hypotheses using statistical methods. Several recent studies in the development and 

human resources arenas have used a quantitative research designs (Hua, 2013; Tsang-

Kai, 2010; Van Eerde, Tang, & Talbot, 2008). 
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According to Grohmann and Kauffeld (2013), quantitative HRD evaluation 

research using a survey offers a cost-effective manner to determine specific HRD 

influences on an organization. Grohmann and Kauffeld maintain that a quantitative 

survey-based research approach is most appropriate because of the ease of administration 

to a large number of participants as well as the cost effectiveness of such an approach. 

Grohmann and Kauffeld were not the first researchers to use a quantitative survey 

instrument to measure the extent to which HRD practices influences organizational 

outcomes. One such study examined the first three levels of Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy 

within an organization using a survey (Lim & Morris, 2006). Therefore, precedent exists 

in the literature calling for quantitative research design in HRD evaluation research.  

Summary 

The review of the literature section spanned a vast amount of literature to provide 

historical context for the development of contract management within the United States 

as well as to provide a comprehensive review of the literature associated with HRD as it 

relates to systemic practices, utility, and organizational results in the public and private 

sectors. Additionally, the literature review provides support for the quantitative 

methodology used in this study. In summary, contract management in the United States is 

based on systems and practices that started in England. In the earliest days of contract 

management in the United States, the primary objective was to ensure that the military 

had the necessary goods at the right time and place during the revolutionary war. 

Concerns about contract management were present from the profession’s inception in the 

United States. Early concerns about the contract management field related to fraud and 

waste by contracting officials. While fraud and waste is still a concern today, the 
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knowledge and skills deficit of the workforce has become the primary concern. 

Concerning HRD and its relationship to systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results, numerous studies highlighted the importance of HRD within organizations. 

Finally, this chapter discussed studies that support the quantitative methodology used in 

this study.  

Chapter 3 describes the methodology used for carrying out the study. Specifically, 

Chapter 3 will restate the problem and research questions. Additionally, Chapter 3 

describes the research methodology and design, population and sample selection, 

instrumentation, validity, reliability, pilot survey procedures, data collection procedures, 

data analysis procedures, and describes the ethical considerations. Finally, Chapter 3 

closes with a discussion of the study’s assumptions, limitations, and delimitations.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to understand how HRD climate influences 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results for public and private sector 

contracting professionals. According to Hawkins et al. (2011), lack of research on how 

the public and private sectors compare is problematic, especially amongst contracting 

professionals. Evaluation and statistical analysis of the relationship between HRD and 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results enabled a more full understanding of 

the public and private sector HRD environments. The dependent constructs included 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. The systemic practices construct 

consisted of three variables, which included training and certification evaluation quality, 

frequency of training and individual development opportunities, and training modality. 

The utility construct measured the extent to which training participants identify the 

training program as pertinent and applicable to their day-to-day job duties. Finally, the 

organizational results construct consisted of three variables, which included employee 

productivity, efficiency, and overall satisfaction. Obtaining information on these 

variables provided actionable information for practitioners to act on through providing a 

better understanding of the similarities, differences, and areas for opportunity.  

Chapter 3 provides a detailed discussion of the methodology used for the study. 

Specifically, Chapter 3 describes the statement of the problem, the hypotheses, the 

research methodology, the research design, the population and sample selection, 

instrumentation, validity and reliability, data collection procedures, ethical 

considerations, and the study’s limitations. The population and sample section describes 
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the overall population and the sample from which participant selection occurred. In 

addition, the instrumentation section describes the questionnaire used in the study. The 

validity and reliability sections address the extent to which the study obtains intended 

information and the research results of the study are replicable. The data collection 

procedures section describes the specifics involved in collecting the data for the study. 

The ethical considerations section explains how the research will ensure protection of 

human subjects. The limitations section will describe the factors that limit the research 

and results.  

Statement of the Problem 

The problem was it was not known if and to what degree HRD climate influences 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results among contracting professionals in 

the public and private sectors. Research comparing these variables for contracting 

professionals is scant (Hawkins et al., 2011). Federal spending on the contract 

management of goods and services costs the government in excess of $500 billion 

annually (“Contracts Data,” 2012). If contracting professionals do not have the requisite 

knowledge or skills relevant to federal contracting, they may not spend federal funds 

properly or meet federal legislation and policy. Therefore, having an HRD environment 

that supports employees’ development and effectiveness is an essential component of 

ensuring that federal funds are spent in the most cost-efficient manner possible. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The deeper understanding that the study provided allows individuals and 

organizations responsible for training and developing contracting professionals the 

opportunity to identify target areas for improvement. According to the Procurement 
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Round Table (2014), the processes and procedures involved in public and private sector 

contract management strategies are increasingly unclear and additional research was 

necessary to determine where disparities exist and what areas organizations should focus 

on to ameliorate any weak points that have a resulting impact on the organization.   

To more fully understand the public and private sector HRD environments, the 

study compared the respective sectors by measuring the correlational influence of HRD 

on systemic practices, utility, and organization results. The study poses the following 

research questions and hypotheses: 

R1: To what extent does human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

H10: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H1a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the public 

sector among contracting professionals. 

R2: To what extent does the human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

H20: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H2a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

R3: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

public sector among contracting professionals? 
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H30: Human resource development does not influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H3a: Human resource development does influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals. 

R4: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

private sector among contracting professionals? 

H40: Human resource development does not influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H4a: Human resource development does influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

R5: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

H50: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H5a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

R6: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

H60: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H6a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 
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Use of an adapted web-based survey instrument provided the data necessary to 

answer the research questions and to accept or reject each of the hypotheses. The survey 

was administered to members of the National Contract Management Association 

(NCMA). The instrument used for the study is the Human Resource Development - 

Environment Survey (HRD-ES), adapted from Grohmann and Kauffeld’s (2013) 

Questionnaire for Training Evaluation, or Q4TE, and’s (1986) HRD climate survey. A 

purposive sample derived from NCMA allowed the research questions to be answered 

using statistical analysis. A purposive sampling method is a form of participant selection 

based on the specific purpose of a study. More precisely, a purposive sample is one in all 

individual participants meet the selection criteria for the study by default (Jupp, 2006). 

For the study, NCMA was selected because all members meet inclusion criteria – 

members are contracting professionals in the public and private sectors. Purposive 

sampling is capable of producing reliable and valid results and was appropriate for the 

scope and purposes of the study under investigation (Guarte & Barrios, 2006).  

Research Methodology 

The study employed a quantitative research method that utilized descriptive, 

analytical, and correlational statistical analysis techniques to determine the extent to 

which HRD influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. Utilization 

of analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistics were used to determine the extent of the 

differences between the public and private sector groups. ANOVA tests for significant 

relationships between mean values for variables in an effort to identify differences 

(Keller, 2012). The Pearson correlation coefficient, also known as Pearson’s r, was used 

to evaluate each of the hypotheses and independent samples t-tests were used to analyze 
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differences between the public and private sector groups. Pearson’s r was used to 

describe the extent of correlations that exist between the independent and dependent 

variables. Pearson’s r measures the extent to which two or more variables tend to vary in 

unison (Stine & Foster 2013). The coefficient ranges from -1 to +1, where +1 would 

indicate that there is a perfect correlation between the variables and -1 would indicate 

there is a perfect inverse relationship between the variables.  

The statistical analyses conducted for the study provided insight into which sector 

provides a higher quality HRD environment. Descriptive statistics provided an overview 

of how the two sectors compare, the between-groups t-test described instances in which 

statistically significant relationships existed between the two groups, and Pearson’s r 

described instances of statistically significant relationships between the independent and 

dependent variables. The methodology allowed for statistical evaluation of the research 

questions and hypotheses. Precedent exists for the use of a quantitative methodology in 

HRD and human resources related studies, similar to the methodology used in this study 

(Lloyd, 2014; Setyaningdyah, Nimran, & Thoyib, 2013; VanWyk & McLean, 2007). A 

quantitative approach was appropriate for this study because it utilized an instrument 

designed to assign numerical values to the participants’ observations and experiences 

related to their respective HRD environments.  

Research Design 

This study used a correlational, survey-based research design. The study used a 

survey instrument adapted from Grohmann and Kauffeld’s Questionnaire for Training 

Evaluation (Q4TE) (2013) and Rao’s (1986) HRD climate survey, to collect data 

necessary for conducting correlational analysis on the variables of interest. Surveys are 
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an economical and efficient method to collect quantitative data pertaining to a given 

population (Creswell, 2013). The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to 

determine how HRD climate influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results for public and private sector contracting professionals at the National Contract 

Management Association. The research design was appropriate because the survey 

provided the necessary data to answer adequately the research questions and to accept or 

reject the hypotheses.  

The independent construct was HRD in the public and private sectors. Variables 

for the independent construct included organizational commitment, management 

involvement, and proactively. The dependent constructs under investigation included 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. The systemic practices construct 

consisted of three variables, which included training and development evaluation quality, 

frequency of training and individual development opportunities, and training modality. 

The utility construct measured the extent to which training participants identified the 

overall HRD environment as pertinent and beneficial to carrying out day-to-day job 

duties. Finally, the organizational results construct measured three variables, which 

included employee productivity, efficiency, and overall satisfaction. 

The independent variables within the HRD construct were measured through 

tailored survey questions on a Likert-type scale. Measurement of independent variables 

within the construct took place by identifying the extent to which participants agree that 

their respective organizations are committed to HRD, management is actively involved in 

development, and the organization is proactive. The information that resulted from 
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evaluation of this construct provided the information necessary to employ correlational 

analysis techniques.  

Measurement of training evaluation quality and utility, within the systemic 

practices and utility constructs, took place by determining the extent to which 

organizations are evaluating HRD programs according to Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy and by 

determining the extent to which study participants rated the utility of the overall 

development environment. Survey questions resulted in the data necessary to determine if 

the respective HRD environment affected evaluation practices in line with Kirkpatrick’s 

4-level hierarchy, which is comprised of reaction, learning, behavior, and results. 

Reactions are the participant’s level of satisfaction with the training. Learning is the 

amount of new knowledge and skill obtained through development and behavior is a 

measure of the training program’s impact on the trainee’s performance in the natural 

work environment. Finally, organizational results are the extent to which the training 

affects the organization’s desired outcomes (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). 

Measurement of training evaluation quality and utility occurred through the use of survey 

questions adapted from the Q4TE related to each of Kirkpatrick’s four levels of training 

evaluation on a five-point Likert scale. Assessment of the systemic practices and utility 

components provided information on the extent to which HRD influences contracting 

professionals in the public and private sectors in these areas.  

Also within the systemic practices construct, measurement of frequency and 

modality took place using open-ended numerical survey questions. Specifically, the 

survey asks participants for the number of formal development meetings, the number of 

web-based or e-learning courses, and the number of face-to-face training sessions within 
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the preceding twelve months. The frequency and modality variables will provide insight 

about the frequency and modality of training offerings as well as insight regarding 

opportunities for development meetings with supervisory and managerial staff in the 

public and private sectors. 

Finally, measurement of the organizational results construct took place through 

assessing employee productivity, employee efficiency, and overall employee satisfaction. 

Employee productivity is the extent to training has had a positive impact on the 

employee’s ability to complete their job better. Employee efficiency is the extent to 

which training has had a positive impact on the employee’s ability to complete their job 

faster and with higher quality. The final variable within the construct is employee 

satisfaction. Satisfaction is defined for the purposes of this study as the extent to which 

employees believe the training and development environment is effective and practical in 

supporting employees in performing their job duties. Measurement of employee 

productivity, employee efficiency, and satisfaction took place by using survey questions 

on a five-point Likert scale that will range from very dissatisfied to very satisfied.  

Population and Sample Selection 

NCMA is a professional organization for contract and procurement specialists and 

is the largest association dedicated to the profession. NCMA has more than 19,000 

members from all across the United States. The population for the study were the 

members of NCMA who were actively involved in federal contracting – 17,031 

members. Private and public sector contract professionals are required to have extensive 

knowledge of the federal procurement system, rules, regulations, and require similar 

skills in order to be effective in their positions. As a result, a requirement for selecting the 
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population was that all individuals would be involved in the management of federal 

contracts. Therefore, the population is suitable for the study because of the membership 

of the organization is contracting professionals – the group of interest in this study. The 

NCMA, the data source for the study, consists of 19,136 members – approximately 25% 

are public sector employees, 64% are private sector employees, and the remaining 11% 

include attorneys, accountants, consultants, and other unaffiliated members (NCMA, 

2012). The survey instructions restricted the 11% of individuals (2105 members) who are 

not directly involved with federal contract management, such as unaffiliated members 

and consultants, from participation in the study 

The study employed a purposive sampling method, which was appropriate for the 

scope and nature of the study. A purposive sample is one in which participant selection is 

based on meeting certain criteria of interest to ensure the most relevant information is 

obtained based on the population (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). Furthermore, use of 

similar approaches in training and human capital studies is common (Lloyd, 2014; 

Setyaningdyah, Nimran, & Thoyib, 2013; VanWyk & McLean, 2007). Because the study 

was interested in drawing conclusions based on the NCMA, random sampling of the 

group would not yield additional value. All NCMA members received a notice to 

complete the study from NCMA headquarters as well as a description of the importance 

of the survey. All contracting professionals had equal opportunity to participate in the 

study. The notice specifically described the need for individuals to participate whose 

primary job responsibilities involve federal contract management. The objective was to 

attain a minimum of 96 responses from applicable members of NCMA. This response 

rate results in a 10% margin of error at the 95% confidence level (Raosoft, 2011). 
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Instrumentation 
 

The survey instrument for the study was adapted from Grohmann and Kauffeld’s 

Questionnaire for Training Evaluation (2013), also known as the Q4TE, and the HRD 

Climate Survey by Rao (1986). The development and validation of the Q4TE instrument 

occurred through a three-study process. Grohmann and Kauffeld (2013) determined that 

the instrument is a psychometrically sound, reliable, and valid instrument. Rao’s HRD 

Climate instrument has also been proven a valid and reliable instrument (Chaudhary, 

Rangnekar, & Barua, 2013). Both instrument’s designs lend themselves well for 

conducting comprehensive evaluation of HRD environments between and within 

organizations or groups. The Q4TE instrument encompasses models widely used in 

training evaluation practice, such as Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy for training and 

development evaluation (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006; Wang & Wilcox, 2006).  

The brief nature of the instruments makes them appropriate for field research. 

The survey design lends itself to determining if organizations are taking the steps 

necessary for a high-quality training environment. Additionally, the Q4TE instrument 

assesses the level of training quality attained based on participants’ responses. The 

Q4TE instrument is effective for assessing both short- and long-term outcomes for 

systemic practices, utility, and organizational results stemming from the training 

program. The survey aligns with Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy. As figure 4 demonstrates, the 

reaction and learning levels measure the effectiveness of the training and development 

environment in the short-term, which includes questions based on satisfaction, utility, 

and knowledge. The long-term effectiveness of the training environment assessment 

occurs through the behavior and organization results levels and includes questions on 
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application to practice, individual organizational results, and global organizational 

results (Grohmann & Kauffeld, 2013).  

   

Figure 4. Scales of the Q4TE Instrument. This figure represents the six scales that are 
contained within the Q4TW instrument. Reprinted with permission. (Grohmann & 
Kauffeld, 2013) 

 
The HRD Climate instrument is designed to assess the organizational climate that 

encompasses the three independent variables – organizational commitment, management 

involvement, and proactivity (Rao, 1986). 

The survey instrument for the present study, the Human Resource Development 

Environment Survey (HRD-ES), is similar to the Q4TE and HRD Climate instruments 

with minimal adaptations. The modifications included general demographic questions, 

the addition of questions to ascertain the frequency and modality of training, the addition 

of questions regarding opportunities for development with supervisors, and finally the 

addition of a question to assess overall satisfaction with the HRD environment as a whole 

(Appendix A).  
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Validity 

Validity is the extent to which an instrument measures what it is intended to 

measure and performs as it is designed to perform (Biddix, 2014). Grohmann and 

Kauffeld’s (2013) Questionnaire for Training Evaluation (Q4TE) has undergone a 

rigorous evaluation resulting in the determination of the instrument as a valid for 

measuring training quality within and between groups for both short- and long-term 

effects. The basis for the Q4TE instrument is Kirkpatrick’s training and development 

evaluation model, which in and of itself speaks to its validity because of the volume 

training and development evaluation models based on the taxonomy. Additionally, the 

researchers chose to evaluate the instrument through a three-study process. In the first 

study, the researchers developed the questionnaire itself, the Q4TE, to be a time-efficient 

and psychometrically sound instrument for measuring training quality. In the second 

study, Grohmann and Kauffeld cross-validated the underlying factor structure. During the 

study, the researchers added questions to assess long-term impacts of training within an 

organization. Finally, in the third study assessment of the differential and discriminant 

validity occurred. The instrument displays satisfactory internal validity scores for all 

Q4TE scales. More specifically, the outcome of the researchers’ analysis indicated that 

the instrument is a valid, effective, and efficient training evaluation tool generalizable to 

a wide range of settings and contexts.  

The Q4TE and HRD Climate instruments provide increased validity as compared 

to Kirkpatrick’s (1967) framework because of the increased variability provided through 

the response structure and splitting Kirkpatrick’s (1959) four levels into a six-scale 

assessment (Figure 4). Rao’s (1986) HRD Climate instrument has also been demonstrated 
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to be a reliable measure of organizational commitment, management involvement, and 

proactivity (Chaudhary, Rangnekar, & Barua, 2013). The HRD-ES instrument assessed 

all six scales derived from the Q4TE. According to Creswell (2013), external validity is 

how well the results of the study are generalizable to the population at large. 

Enhancement of external validity in the study took place by requesting that all members 

of the population complete the survey and keeping the survey open until attaining the 

response rate goal. The methodology enhanced the representative nature of the responses 

as well as the generalizability of the findings.  

According to Creswell (2013), content validity concerns how well an instrument 

measures intended areas. To increase content validity, five individuals provided feedback 

on the HRD-ES instrument. The five individuals were recruited from a contract 

management group on the LinkedIn professional networking website. Feedback requested 

included comments on the survey instructions, clarity and wording of survey questions, 

and the individual’s understanding of the meaning for each of the survey questions. 

Feedback from the pilot survey was incorporated where appropriate. There were three 

changes to the survey because of the pilot, which included re-wording two questions and 

including a definition of development in the instructions. 

Reliability 

Reliability of an instrument is the extent to which the result from a measuring 

procedure is capable of replication in the future. In the context of survey research, there 

are two primary areas of concern related to reliability – measurement error and random 

error. Measurement error is how well the instrument performs in relation to the 

population under evaluation (Biddix, 2014). The demonstration of reliability of the 
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instrument occurred through its development and the researchers’ focus on the 

generalizability of the instrument to numerous environments.  

However, no survey is perfect and one should always expect some level of 

measurement error. Minimization of measurement error took place through focusing on 

obtaining data from at least the minimum number of respondents, which was 96. Next, 

Creswell (2013) described internal consistency reliability as the consistency of results 

across items in the questionnaire. Internal reliability values from Grohmann and 

Kauffeld’s (2013) survey, measured using Cronbach’s alpha, demonstrate high internal 

consistency. The values ranged from 0.79 at the lowest to 0.91 at the highest.  

Data Collection Procedures 

The HRD-ES survey instrument was made available to the membership of NCMA 

through a link provided in the organization’s newsletter as well as advertised on the 

organization’s website and the headquarters-approved NCMA LinkedIn group. Before 

providing a link to the survey was provided, a pre-notice took place via LinkedIn and the 

organization’s website to communicate with members that their assistance in completing 

the study was needed in order to understand more about the HRD environments for 

contracting professionals in the public and private sectors. Additionally, all chapter 

presidents received a pre-notice as well which requested their assistance in ensuring that 

members within their respective chapters were aware of the survey. The notice included a 

statement on the minimal risk involved in the study as well as a description of the 

voluntary nature of the study. According to Phillips (2003), the pre-notice approach has 

received favorable feedback from respondents. Respondents indicated they responded to 

the survey because they knew about the survey in advance and because of increased 
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awareness regarding the purpose of the study (see Appendix B for a copy of the pre-

notice). 

The survey was hosted on the SurveyMonkey™ website, which is a common 

platform researchers use for collecting data (Bethlehem & Biffignandi, 2012). Permission 

to use the SurveyMonkey™ platform was obtained for conducting this research 

(Appendix C). The study used the SurveyMonkey™ system to disseminate the survey 

(Appendix A). Prior to beginning the survey, the participant was presented with the 

informed consent notice (Appendix D). If the participant consented, he or she was able to 

proceed to the detailed instructions for the survey as well as ways to contact the 

researcher with any questions or comments. After the notice, the survey was presented in 

single page format. Once the respondent answered all of the questions, he or she will 

clicked the complete button and received a notice thanking the individual for his or her 

participation. Immediately after submitting the survey, the data was secured in the 

SurveyMonkey™ database for access by the researcher. Once the all data was collected, 

raw data was exported to SPSS. Minimization of missing or invalid responses will take 

place within SurveyMonkey™. The platform requested responses to each of the questions 

before the survey submission was permitted. Screening of the responses and omission of 

missing or invalid data took place before data analysis begins. The survey remained open 

until a sufficient number of responses were attained. Raw data was stored on a password-

protected computer in a secure environment.  

All data submitted by participants was anonymous. Anonymous submission 

means the individual will not provide their name or other identifying information, thus 

ensuring the respondents’ confidentiality. However, participants will have the option of 
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providing their email address if they wish to receive a copy of the completed study. Data 

resided on the electronic data server until the research study and data analysis is 

complete. Destruction of the raw data maintained on the SurveyMonkey™ platform took 

place through an option provided by the platform once data analysis was completed. 

SurveyMonkey™ employed physical and environmental controls to protect the data 

provided by respondents. Additionally, SurveyMonkey™ did not use the information 

collected from the surveys in any way, as outlined in the company’s Privacy Policy. 

Finally, data backup occurred on a daily basis by SurveyMonkey™ to provide protection 

against the possibility of data loss.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

Raw data analysis was conducted using SPSS version 22.0 for Macintosh to test 

the research questions and hypotheses. The SurveyMonkey™ platform automatically 

categorized responses and provided exportable data directly to SPSS. Once the data was 

in SPSS, descriptive and correlational statistical analyses were conducted to inform the 

study. Descriptive statistics such as calculations for the mean, median, and mode 

provided data summarization. Next, calculations of Pearson’s r were used to evaluate 

each of the hypotheses and independent samples t-tests were used to analyze differences 

between the public and private sector groups. The Pearson correlation coefficient, also 

known as Pearson’s r, was used to describe the extent of correlations that exist between 

the independent and dependent variables. Pearson’s r measures the extent to which two or 

more variables tend to vary in unison (Trochim, 2006). The coefficient ranges from -1 to 

+1, where +1 would indicate that there is a perfect correlation between the variables and -

1 would indicate there is a perfect inverse relationship between the variables.  
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Analysis of the research questions occured using descriptive statistics including 

frequencies, mean averages, and modes as well as ANOVA and correlational statistics. 

Use of calculations of Pearson’s r correlation coefficient were used to assess the extent to 

which correlations were present between the independent and dependent variables, 

allowing the hypotheses to be tested. The t-test procedure was used to determine 

statistically significant relationships between the public and private sector groups for 

each of the six research questions. Attaining a statistically significant relationship 

occurred at the p<0.05 level. According to Coolbridge (2012), obtaining results at the 

p<0.05 level ensures the findings are not simply the effect of random chance alone.  

Ethical Considerations 

The National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical 

and Behavioral Research (1979) highlighted the paramount importance of ethics in 

research and this study adhered to the highest level of ethical standards including those 

outlined in the commission’s Belmont Report. The Belmont Report identifies three major 

areas of consideration for research involving human subjects: respect, beneficence, and 

justice. The study involved human participants who provided data about their experiences 

in the workplace. Therefore, assurance of the participant’s rights to privacy, respect, 

justice, beneficence, and freedom from coercion was a priority throughout the course of 

the study. Collection of the participants’ information was anonymous and the data was 

presented in aggregate form to add additional protection to participant-level data. 

Therefore, there was no risk of an individual’s data being personally identifiable. 

Additionally, in an effort to further ensure the participants privacy, the Internet Protocol 

(IP) address information collected by the SurveyMonkey™ platform was not maintained 
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in SPSS. This data was stored on the SurveyMonkey™ survey to prevent duplicate 

survey submissions. Since this information was not stored locally, information about the 

computer from which the individual completed the survey was not traceable. All 

participants reviewed and provided informed consent before being allowed to proceed 

with survey completion.  

The informed consent provided participants with an overview of the survey, the 

type of data collected, how the data was to be used, and discussed the individual’s right to 

refuse participation in the study or to cancel participation at any point in the process. 

Finally, participants were provided with contact information for the researcher and an 

email address to contact if they felt that their rights, privacy, or confidentiality was at risk 

in any way. As discussed above, the storage of data resulting from the survey occurred in 

a secure environment on SurveyMonkey™ servers. Raw data for statistical analysis from 

SurveyMonkey™ was stored on a password-protected computer in a secure environment. 

Once data was imported into SPSS and validation was completed, data was deleted from 

SurveyMonkey™.  

Additionally, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Columbia Southern 

University within the College of Business reviewed the methodology for this study for 

appropriateness and ethical standards adherence for human research prior to data 

collection commenced. The IRB approved the initial manuscript as appropriate and 

ethical for doctoral research. The researcher reports that there were no conflicts of 

interest in the completion of this study. This study posed no known risks to participants.  

Limitations 

All research inquiries must make certain assumptions and delimitations in order 
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for the research to be possible (Leedy & Ormrod, 2012). The following assumptions were 

present in the study: 

• Participants reflected a representative sample of contracting professionals.  

• Participants answered the survey questions honestly.  

• Participants answered the survey questions accurately.  

• Participants understood the survey questions as intended.  

• The survey administration service operated as intended and precluded 

participants from submitting more than one response.  

The study has two primary limitations. The study used a purposive sampling 

method. Although, the sampling method was a technical limitation, the sampling 

approach drew a sample from a specialized group of participants who were best suited to 

answer the research questions. However, it is possible that the data that resulted from this 

study could over-represent or under-represent the public and private sector groups. 

Mitigation of the limitation took place though reviewing demographic information to 

determine the extent to which the respondents match the known population demographics 

such as the public and private sector mix. Using surveys can present additional 

limitations. Respondents may not remember the information, data errors can occur as a 

result of the individuals who chose to respond to the survey, and finally questions may 

not be understood by all participants exactly the same. Issues with use of a survey was 

addressed by piloting the survey, providing clear instructions, and working with NCMA 

leadership to ensure that the survey is advertised in a manner to elicit responses in a 

manner that were as representative of the population as practicable.  
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Summary 

The chapter discussed the research design and methodology for the study as well 

as information on the population and sampling strategy. The methodology for the study 

allowed for an efficient means to answer the questions posed by the study and to assess 

the hypotheses. The study used a survey instrument adapted from the Q4TE and the HRD 

climate survey (Grohmann & Kauffeld, 2013; Rao, 1986). The SurveyMonkey™ 

platform was the system used for data collection, a common platform used by researchers 

to collect survey data. Chapter 4 discusses the findings from the study.  



 

 

68 

Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results 

Introduction 

This study examined the influence of human resource development (HRD) 

climate on systemic practices, utility, and organizational results among contracting 

professionals in the public and private sectors. The study used a quantitative correlational 

methodology to examine the impact of HRD on systemic practices, utility, and 

organizational results. To investigate the relationships between the variables a purposive 

sample was identified and selected from the membership of the NCMA. The research 

hypotheses as mentioned in Chapter 3 were as follows: 

R1: To what extent does the human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

R2: To what extent does the human resource development influence systemic 

practices in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

R3: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

public sector among contracting professionals? 

R4: To what extent does the human resource development influence utility in the 

private sector among contracting professionals? 

R5: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the public sector among contracting professionals? 

R6: To what extent does human resource development influence organizational 

results in the private sector among contracting professionals? 

The 31-item HRD-ES survey instrument was used to obtain the data necessary to 

answer the research questions from the participants. Demographic information was 



 

 

69 

attained through six survey questions, Q.1 and Q.3 through Q.7. The HRD climate scale 

was measured by nine survey questions, Q.8 through Q.16. The dependent constructs – 

systemic practices, utility, and organization results – were assessed through the remaining 

survey questions, Q.17 through Q.31. The HRD climate scale as well as the systemic 

practices, utility, and organizational results scales were measured on a five-point likert 

scale that ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  

This chapter provides descriptive data, data analysis procedures, and results that 

were attained from the study. The descriptive data section provides information on 

demographics for the sample with a narrative description. The data analysis procedures 

section describes the procedures that were used to analyze the data, provides information 

on the validity and reliability of the data, and describes how the data analysis aligns with 

the respective research questions. The results section of the chapter presents the data from 

the statistical analyses used to answer the research questions. Chapter 4 concludes with a 

summary of the key points from each of these sections. 

Descriptive Data 

The link to the HRD-ES survey instrument was distributed to the membership of 

the National Contract Management Association (NCMA) via an electronic newsletter 

sent to all members through electronic mail. The NCMA, the data source for the study, 

consists of 19,136 members – approximately 25% are public sector employees, 64% are 

private sector employees, and the remaining 11% include attorneys, accountants, 

consultants, and other unaffiliated members (NCMA, 2012). The survey instructions 

restricted the 11% of individuals (2105 members) who are not directly involved with 

federal contract management, such as unaffiliated members and consultants, from 
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participation in the study. After removing the other affiliated members from the 

population, the public sector comprises 28%, or 4,784 members, and the private sector 

comprises 72%, or 12,247 members, for a total of 17,031 survey-eligible members. The 

sample consisted of approximately 32% public sector contracting professionals and 68% 

private sector contracting professionals.  

 

 
Figure 5. Participants by sector. This figure illustrates the percentage of participants in 
the public and private sectors.   

 

In order to conduct statistical analysis a minimum of 96 responses was required 

(Raosoft, 2011). The required response rate was exceeded by 120 responses for a total of 

216 responses. The sample consisted of 123 female participants, or 56.9%, and 93 male 

participants, or 43.1%. The education composition for the sample indicated that the 

majority of participants, 61%, had a masters degree or higher. One participant reported 

not completing high school, 10 participants reported high school as their highest level of 

education, 45 participants had a bachelors degree, and 131 participants had a masters 

degree or higher. 
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Figure 6. Education level of all participants. This figure illustrates the educational 
attainment of participants.  

 

The public sector had a higher percentage of participants with a masters degree or 

higher. Overall, 68% of the public sector group and 58% of the private sector group 

indicated having a master degree or higher.  

 
Figure 7. Highest level of education by sector. This figure illustrates educational 
attainment of participants by sector.  
 

Concerning ethnicity, the sample was comprised of 1% American Indian or Alaskan 

Native, 2% Asian or Pacific Islander, 7% Black or African American, 3% Hispanic or 
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Latino, and 88% White or Caucasian. Six participants preferred not to respond to this 

demographic question.  

 
Table 2 

Ethnicity of Survey Participants 
 American 

Indian or 
Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 
or 
Pacific 
Islander 

Black or 
African 
American 

Hispanic 
or 
Latino 

White or 
Caucasian 

Prefer 
Not to 
Answer 

Total  

Public 
Sector 

3% 
2 

0% 
0 

12% 
8 

3% 
2 

83% 
57 

4% 
3 

72  

 
Private 
Sector 

 
0% 
0 

 
3% 
4 

 
5% 
7 

 
3% 
4 

 
91% 
134 

 
2% 
3 

 
152 

 

  

Two job-related demographic questions were asked of participants – current job level and 

number of years in position. For current job level, the majority of survey participants 

categorized themselves as being in an intermediate or middle management position.  

 
Table 3 
 
Job Level of Survey Participants 
 Owner/Executive Senior 

Management 
Middle 
Management 

Intermediate Entry 
Level 

Total 

Public 
Sector 

9% 
6 

14% 
10 

28% 
19 

45% 
31 

4% 
3 

69 

 
Private 
Sector 

 
10% 
14 

 
18% 
26 

 
39% 
57 

 
28% 
41 

 
5% 
8 

 
146 

 

As Table 4 demonstrates, the average years of experience for the overall sample were 7.9 

years. The public sector participants had an average of 9.5 years of experience and the 

private sector participants had an average of 7.2 years of experience. 
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Table 4 

Years of Experience for Survey Participants 
 n Range M SD 
Public Sector  69 37.3 9.5 10.1 
 
Private Sector  

 
147 

 
51.6 

 
7.2 

 
8.2 

 

In comparing the known demographics of the population to those of the sample, the 

sample was adequately representative of the population for the scope and purposes of the 

study. The public/private sector mix for the population is 25% and 64% respectively, and 

the public/private mix for the sample was 28% and 72% respectively.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

Data was collected using the SurveyMonkey™ platform. Once the data collection 

period ended, the data was downloaded, audited for missing values and outliers, coded, 

and imported into SPSS version 22.0 for Macintosh. To understand more about the 

sample’s demographic information, frequency analysis was conducted on questions 1 

through 7. Then, demographic information was assessed for the entire sample as well as 

separately for the public and private sector groups. Next, descriptive statistics were 

analyzed for each of the variables. The data was then compiled according to construct – 

HRD climate, systemic practices, utility, and organization results – aligned with the 

research questions. The 9-item HRD climate scale, the independent construct, consisted 

of Q.8 through Q.16; the systemic practices scale consisted of Q.18, Q.21, Q.24, and 

Q.27; the utility scale consisted of Q.17, Q.19, Q.20, and Q.22; the organizational results 

scale consisted of Q.23, Q.25, Q.26 and Q.30. The data was arranged into these scales to 

answer each of the research questions through analysis of the constructs. As described in 
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the research questions, the variables were analyzed for statistically significant 

correlations for both the public and private sector groups. Additionally, between-groups 

t-tests were conducted to determine cases in which there was significant variance 

between the public and private sector groups.  

Each of the scales used to measure HRD climate, systemic practices, utility, and 

organizational results were assessed for reliability using Cronbach’s alpha (a). The HRD 

climate scale resulted in an a value of .92, the systemic practice scale resulted in an a 

value of .83, the utility scale resulted in an a value of .88, and the organizational results 

scale resulted in an a value of 0.83. A value for Cronbach’s a greater than 0.70 are 

considered reliable (Trochim, 2006). Each of the scales met or exceeded the reliability 

threshold of 0.70.  

Results 

HRD climate overview. For a better understanding of the HRD climate scale, 

descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the scale variables for the overall sample, 

which consisted of Q.8 through Q.16, as depicted in Table 5. The lowest combined 

sample mean scores were Q.8, Q.12, and Q.13 with mean scores of 2.94, 2.97, and 2.97 

respectively. A mean score of less than 3.0 indicated that participants disagreed with the 

statements. These variables assessed the extent to which management sees it as their 

responsibility to develop employees, the organization proactively notifies employees of 

impending changes, and incompetent employees are addressed rather than left 

unattended. In order to determine if there was a difference between the public and private 

sector groups the HRD climate variables were analyzed by group. 
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Table 5 

Combined HRD Scale Mean Scores  
 n M SD Variance 

Management 
Ensures Job 
Satisfaction 

216 2.94 1.07 1.14 

 
HR Most 
Valuable 
Resource 

 
216 

 
3.44 

 
1.11 

 
1.22 

 
Development 
Supervisor’s 
Responsibility 

 
216 

 
3.39 

 
1.07 

 
1.15 

 
Policies 
Facilitate 
Development 

 
216 

 
3.38 

 
0.99 

 
0.98 

 
Management 
Time 

 
216 

 
3.06 

 
1.15 

 
1.33 

 
Organizational 
Proactivity 

 
216 

 
2.97 

 
1.12 

 
0.02 

 
Incompetence 
Addressed 

 
216 

 
2.97 

 
1.06 

 
1.13 

 
Employee 
Behavior Can 
Be Changed 

 
216 

 
3.23 

 
0.92 

 
0.86 

 
Culture  

 
216 

 
3.40 

 
1.09 

 
1.20 

 

The public sector had four mean values that were less than the neutral score of 3.0, which 

included Q.8, Q.12, Q.13, and Q.14 at 2.71, 2.93, 2.83, and 2.74 respectively. The 

variables assessed by these questions was the extent to which management goes out of 

their way to ensure job satisfaction, management spends considerable time developing 
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employees, the organization proactively notified employees of impending changes, and 

incompetent employees are addressed. Table 7 shows the results for the private sector. 

Table 6 

Public Sector HRD Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Management 
Ensures Job 
Satisfaction 

69 2.71 1.15 1.33 

 
HR Most 
Valuable 
Resource 

 
69 

 
3.25 

 
1.18 

 
1.39 

 
Development 
Supervisor’s 
Responsibility 

 
69 

 
3.30 

 
1.15 

 
1.33 

 
Policies 
Facilitate 
Development 

 
69 

 
3.44 

 
1.09 

 
1.19 

 
Management 
Time 

 
69 

 
2.93 

 
1.26 

 
1.60 

 
Organizational 
Proactivity 

 
69 

 
2.83 

 
1.18 

 
1.38 

 
Incompetence 
Addressed 

 
69 

 
2.74 

 
1.11 

 
1.23 

 
Employee 
Behavior Can 
Be Changed 

 
69 

 
3.01 

 
0.96 

 
0.93 

 
Culture  

 
69 

 
3.22 

 
1.19 

 
1.41 

 

The private sector group did not have any mean scores that were below the neutral score 

of three. The highest mean score was 3.53 on Q.9, which assessed the extent to which 

human resources were considered the most valuable resource within the organization. In 
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order to determine if there was a significant variance between the two groups, a between-

groups t-test was conducted as depicted in Table 8.  

Table 7 

Private Sector HRD Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Management 
Ensures Job 
Satisfaction 

147 3.05 1.01 1.02 

 
HR Most 
Valuable 
Resource 

 
147 

 
3.53 

 
1.06 

 
1.13 

 
Development 
Supervisor’s 
Responsibility 

 
147 

 
3.44 

 
1.03 

 
1.07 

 
Policies 
Facilitate 
Development 

 
147 

 
3.35 

 
0.94 

 
0.89 

 
Management 
Time 

 
147 

 
3.12 

 
1.10 

 
1.20 

 
Organizational 
Proactivity 

 
147 

 
3.04 

 
1.10 

 
1.20 

 
Incompetence 
Addressed 

 
147 

 
3.08 

 
1.02 

 
1.05 

 
Employee 
Behavior Can 
Be Changed 

 
147 

 
3.33 

 
0.89 

 
0.80 

 
Culture  

 
147 

 
3.48 

 
1.04 

 
1.09 

 

Within the HRD climate scale, there were three measures where significant variance 

between the public and private sector groups was observed. The between groups variance 

occurred on Q.8, Q.14, and Q.15, which measured the extent to which management goes 
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out of their way to ensure that employees enjoy their job, incompetence is addressed 

within the organization, and management believes that an employee’s behavior can 

change at any point in their career. In each of these cases, the public sector had 

statistically significant lower mean scores than the private sector. 

Table 8 

HRD Climate Scale Between Groups t-Test 

 

 

Systemic practices overview. For a better understanding of the systemic 

practices scale, descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the scale variables for the 

overall sample, which consisted of Q.18, Q.21, Q.24, and Q.27, as depicted in Table 9. 

The lowest combined sample mean score was 3.53 for Q.21, which assessed the extent to 

which participants knew more as a result of development activities. There were no 

variables within the systemic practices scale that fell below the neutral mean score of 3.0. 

The highest score within the systemic practices construct was Q.18, which assessed the 
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extent to which participants enjoyed development activities offered within their 

organization. In order to determine if there was a difference between the public and 

private sector groups the HRD climate variables were analyzed by group. 

Table 9 

Combined Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Enjoy 
Development 

216 3.87 0.91 0.83 

 
Know More 

 
216 

 
3.53 

 
0.83 

 
0.69 

 
Successful in  
Application 

 
216 

 
3.75 

 
0.81 

 
0.67 

 
Increased 
Efficiency 

 
216 

 
3.79 

 
0.89 

 
0.79 

 

Table 10 

Public Sector Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Enjoy 
Development 

69 3.91 0.97 0.93 

 
Know More 

 
69 

 
3.49 

 
0.88 

 
0.78 

 
Successful in  
Application 

 
69 

 
3.71 

 
0.84 

 
0.71 

 
Increased 
Efficiency 

 
69 

 
3.71 

 
1.03 

 
1.06 

 

The public sector had zero mean values that were less than the neutral score of 3.0. The 

highest mean value was 3.91 for Q.18, which assessed the extent to which participants 

enjoyed development activities offered within their organization Table 11 shows the 

results for the private sector. 
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Table 11 

Private Sector Systemic Practices Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Enjoy 
Development 

147 3.85 0.89 0.79 

 
Know More 

 
147 

 
3.55 

 
0.80 

 
0.65 

 
Successful in  
Application 

 
147 

 
3.76 

 
0.80 

 
0.64 

 
Increased 
Efficiency 

 
147  

 
3.83 

 
0.81 

 
0.66 

 

The private sector group did not have any mean scores that were below the neutral score 

of 3.0. The highest mean score was 3.83 on Q.27, which assessed the extent to which 

development activities within the organization increased the efficiency of employees. In 

order to determine if there was a significant variance between the two groups, a between-

groups t-test was conducted as depicted in Table 12.  

Table 12 

Systemic Practices Scale Between Groups t-Test 

 

The between groups t-test showed no statistically significant variances between the 

public and private sector groups for any of the measures within the systemic practices 

construct.  
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Utility overview. For a better understanding of the utility scale, descriptive 

statistics were calculated for each of the scale variables for the overall sample, which 

consisted of Q.17, Q.19, Q.20, and Q.22, as depicted in Table 13.  

Table 13 

Combined Utility Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Remember 
Development 
Information 

216 3.94 0.83 0.70 

 
Development 
Beneficial 

 
216 

 
3.75 

 
0.94 

 
0.89 

 
Development 
Useful 

 
216 

 
3.79 

 
0.91 

 
0.84 

 
New Skills 
Attained 

 
216 

 
3.54 

 
0.91 

 
0.83 

 

The lowest combined sample mean score was 3.54 for Q.22, which assessed the extent to 

which participants learned new skills as a result of development activities. No variables 

within the utility scale fell below the neutral mean score of 3.0. The highest score within 

the systemic practices construct was Q.17, which assessed the extent to which 

participants remembered information from development activities offered by their 

employers. In order to determine if there was a difference between the public and private 

sector groups the HRD climate variables were analyzed by group. 

The public sector had zero mean values that fell below the neutral score of 3.0. The 

highest mean value was 4.02 for Q.17, which assessed the extent to which participants 

remembered information from development activities offered by their employers. Table 

15 shows the results for the private sector. 
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Table 14 

Public Sector Utility Mean Scores  
 n M SD Variance 
Remember 
Development 
Information 

69 4.02 0.80 0.63 

 
Development 
Beneficial 

 
69 

 
3.73 

 
1.01 

 
1.03 

 
Development 
Useful 

 
69 

 
3.80 

 
0.96 

 
0.93 

 
New Skills 
Attained 

 
69 

 
3.67 

 
0.97 

 
0.93 

 

Table 15 

Private Sector Utility Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Remember 
Development 
Information 

147 3.91 0.85 0.73 

 
Development 
Beneficial 

 
147 

 
3.76 

 
0.91 

 
0.83 

 
Development 
Useful 

 
147 

 
3.79 

 
0.89 

 
0.78 

 
New Skills 
Attained 

 
147 

 
3.48 

 
0.88 

 
0.77 

 

The private sector group did not have any mean scores that were below the neutral score 

of 3.0. The highest mean score was 3.92 on Q.17, which assessed the extent to which 

development activities within the organization increased the efficiency of employees. In 

order to determine if there was a significant variance between the two groups, a between-

groups t-test was conducted as depicted in Table 16.  



 

 

83 

Table 16 

Utility Scale Between Groups t-Test  

 

The between groups t-test showed no statistically significant variances between the 

public and private sector groups for any of the measures within the utility construct.  

The systemic practices construct included the frequency and modality variables, 

but were not included in the scale-level analysis because they were not on the same 

measurement scale as the other measures and therefore could not be correlated with other 

variables on the scale. Table 17 highlights how the two sectors differed in regard to the 

frequency of development opportunities and the modality in which these opportunities 

occurred.  

Organizational results overview. For a better understanding of the utility scale, 

descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the scale variables for the overall sample, 

which consisted of Q.23, Q.25, Q.26, and Q.30, as depicted in Table 18.  

The lowest combined sample mean score was 3.05 for Q.30, which assessed the extent to 

which participants were satisfied with the overall HRD environment within their 

organization. No variables within the utility scale fell below the neutral mean score of 

3.0. The highest score within the systemic practices construct was Q.23, which assessed 

the extent to which the development environment provided skills to employees that they 

Lower Upper
Remember 
Development 
Information

Equal variances 
assumed 2.015 .157 .846 214 .399 .10293 .12170 -.13696 .34281

Development 
Beneficial

Equal variances 
assumed .725 .396 -.221 214 .825 -.03046 .13785 -.30218 .24125

Developmnent Useful 
to Job Performance

Equal variances 
assumed .056 .814 .060 214 .952 .00799 .13295 -.25407 .27004

Learn New Skills Equal variances 
assumed .011 .916 1.388 214 .167 .18367 .13236 -.07721 .44456

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df
Sig. (2-
tailed)

Mean 
Difference

Std. Error 
Difference

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference
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were able to use to more effectively complete their jobs. In order to determine if there 

was a difference between the public and private sector groups the HRD climate variables 

were analyzed by group. 

Table 17 

Frequency and Modality of Development Activities 
  n Range M SE 
Public 
Sector 

Face-to-Face 69 25 3.38 0.55 

 Web-Based 
or E-learning 

65 20 4.85 0.53 

  
Development 
Meetings 
with 
Supervisor 

 
69 

 
30 

 
2.80 

 
0.67 

 
Private 
Sector 

 
Face-to-Face 

 
138 

 
30 

 
2.98 

 
0.36 

 Web-Based 
or E-learning 

134 30 4.05 0.36 

  
Development 
Meetings 
with 
Supervisor 

 
147 

 
26 

 
2.55 

 
0.42 

 

The public sector had zero mean values that fell below the neutral score of 3.0. The 

highest mean value was 3.74 for Q.26, which assessed the extent to which participants’ 

performance improved as a result of development activities offered by their employers. 

Table 20 shows the results for the private sector. The private sector group did not have 

any mean scores that were below the neutral score of 3.0. The highest mean score was 

3.74 on Q.26, which assessed the extent to which participants’ performance improved as 

a result of development activities offered by their employers. In order to determine if 
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there was a significant variance between the two groups, a between-groups t-test was 

conducted as depicted in Table 21.  

Table 18 

Combined Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Development 
Utility 

216 3.74 0.86 0.74 

 
Development  
Increases Job 
Satisfaction 

 
216 

 
3.38 

 
1.01 

 
1.03 

 
Improved 
Performance 

 
216 

 
3.73 

 
0.89 

 
0.80 

 
HRD 
Environment 
Satisfaction 

 
216 

 
3.05 

 
1.27 

 
1.63 

 

Table 19 

Public Sector Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Development 
Utility 

69 3.73 0.86 0.73 

 
Development  
Increases Job 
Satisfaction 

 
69 

 
3.32 

 
1.18 

 
1.40 

 
Improved 
Performance 

 
69 

 
3.74 

 
.97 

 
0.93 

 
HRD 
Environment 
Satisfaction 

 
69 

 
3.03 

 
1.47 

 
2.15 
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The between groups t-test showed no statistically significant variances between the 

public and private sector groups for any of the measures within the organizational results 

construct.  

Table 20 

Private Sector Organizational Results Scale Mean Scores 
 n M SD Variance 
Development 
Utility 

147 3.74 0.86 0.74 

 
Development  
Increases Job 
Satisfaction 

 
147 

 
3.41 

 
0.93 

 
0.86 

 
Improved 
Performance 

 
147 

 
3.72 

 
0.86 

 
0.74 

 
HRD 
Environment 
Satisfaction 

 
147 

 
3.06 

 
1.18 

 
1.40 

 

Table 21 

Organizational Results Scale Between Groups t-Test 

 

Influence of HRD on systemic practices. Research questions one and two 

addressed the relationship between HRD and systemic practices within the public and 

private sectors respectively. The following hypotheses were established to answer 

research questions one and two: 

Lower Upper
Developmnent Useful 
to Job Performance

Equal variances 
assumed .056 .814 .060 214 .952 .00799 .13295 -.25407 .27004

Development Increases 
Job Satisfaction

Equal variances 
not assumed 6.022 .015 -.553 108.735 .581 -.08932 .16153 -.40948 .23083

Performance Improved Equal variances 
assumed .057 .811 .138 214 .890 .01804 .13040 -.23899 .27507

HRD Environment 
Satisfaction

Equal variances 
not assumed 11.738 .001 -.160 111.173 .873 -.03224 .20157 -.43166 .36718

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df
Sig. (2-
tailed)

Mean 
Difference

Std. Error 
Difference

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference
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H10: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H1a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the public 

sector among contracting professionals. 

H20: Human resource development does not influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H2a: Human resource development does influence systemic practices in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

To determine if a significant relationship existed between the HRD climate and systemic 

practices. A Pearson correlation coefficient, r, was calculated between the HRD climate 

scale and the systemic practices scale for the public and private sectors.  

Table 22 

HRD and Systemic Practices Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
 n Sig. (2-Tailed) r 
Public Sector 69 .000 .661** 
 
Private Sector 

 
147 

 
.000 

 
.547** 

**p < 0.01 

For H10 a moderate positive correlation, r = .661 at the p < 0.01 level of 

significance, was observed between HRD climate and systemic practices in the public 

sector. For H20 a moderate positive correlation, r = .547 at the p < 0.01 level of 

significance, was observed between HRD climate and systemic practices in the private 

sector. Therefore, the alternate hypotheses, H1a and H2a were accepted stating that a 

statistically significant correlational relationship existed between HRD climate and 

systemic practices.  
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Influence of HRD on utility. Research questions three and four addressed the 

relationship between HRD and utility within the public and private sectors. The following 

hypotheses were established to answer research questions three and four: 

H30: Human resource development does not influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H3a: Human resource development does influence utility in the public sector 

among contracting professionals 

H40: Human resource development does not influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

H4a: Human resource development does influence utility in the private sector 

among contracting professionals. 

To determine if a significant relationship existed between the HRD climate and utility a 

Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated. To determine if a significant variance 

existed between the public and private sector groups an independent samples t-test was 

conducted for the As depicted in Table 23, a Pearson product correlation coefficient, r, 

was calculated between the HRD climate scale and the utility scale for the public and 

private sector.  

Table 23 

HRD and Utility Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
 n Sig. (2-Tailed) r 
Public Sector 69 .000 .652** 
 
Private Sector 

 
147 

 
.000 

 
.607** 

**p < 0.01 

For H30 a moderate positive correlation, r = .652 at the p < 0.01 level of 

significance, was observed between HRD climate and utility in the public sector. For H40 
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a moderate positive correlation, r = .607 at the p < 0.01 level of significance, was 

observed between HRD climate and utility in the private sector. Therefore, the alternate 

hypotheses, H3a and H4a were accepted, which stated that a statistically significant 

correlational relationship existed between HRD climate and utility scales. 

Influence of HRD on organizational results. Research questions five and six 

addressed the relationship between HRD and organizational results within the public and 

private sectors. The following hypotheses were established to answer research questions 

five and six: 

H50: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H5a: human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H60: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H6a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

To determine if a significant relationship existed between the HRD climate and 

organizational results. A Pearson product correlation coefficient, r, was examined 

between the HRD climate scale and the organizational results scale for the public and 

private sectors.  

For H50 a strong positive correlation, r = .816 at the p < 0.01 level of significance, 

was observed between HRD climate and utility in the public sector. For H60 a moderate 

positive correlation, r = .704 at the p < 0.01 level of significance, was observed between 
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HRD climate and utility in the private sector. Therefore, the alternate hypotheses, H5a 

and H6a were accepted, which state that a statistically significant correlational 

relationship existed between the HRD climate and organizational results scales. 

Table 24 

HRD and Organizational Results Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
 n Sig. (2-Tailed) r 
Public Sector 69 .000 .816** 
 
Private Sector 

 
147 

 
.000 

 
.704** 

**p < 0.01 

Summary 

Responses from 216 survey participants were collected through the 

SurveyMonkey™ platform. After the survey closed, the data was downloaded, verified, 

coded, and uploaded to SPSS version 22.0 for Macintosh. Data was analyzed through 

descriptive statistics, between-groups t-tests, and Pearson correlation coefficients. First, 

descriptive statistics were used to summarize demographic information from the sample 

and to summarize mean scores across the variables. Additionally, to determine if 

statistically significant variance existed between the public and private sectors, between-

groups t-tests were used to evaluate each of the four constructs that were examined 

through this study – HRD climate, systemic practices, utility, and organization results. 

Last, each of the hypotheses were tested using Pearson’s r to determine if statistically 

significant correlations between HRD and systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results for the public and private sectors existed.  

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the sample’s demographic 

information. The sample consisted of approximately 32% public sector contracting 

professionals and 68% private sector contracting professionals. Approximately 57% of 
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the sample was female and 43% were male. The education composition of the sample 

indicated that the majority of participants, 61%, had a masters degree or higher. The 

mean number of years of experience for the overall sample was 7.9 years. The public 

sector participants had an average of 9.5 years of experience and the private sector 

participants had an average of 7.2 years of experience. The sample was comprised of 1% 

American Indian or Alaskan Native, 2% Asian or Pacific Islander, 7% Black or African 

American, 3% Hispanic or Latino, and 88% White or Caucasian.  

Mean scores for each of the measures within each of the scales demonstrated 

some variance between the public and private sector groups; therefore, between-groups t-

tests were used to assess the significance of these variances. Three measures were 

identified as having a statistically significant variance between groups. The measures in 

which statistically significant variances between the public and private sector groups was 

observed included Q.8, Q.14, and Q.15, which measured the extent to which management 

goes out of their way to ensure that employees enjoy their job, incompetence is addressed 

within the organization, and management believes that an employee’s behavior can 

change at any point in their career. In each of these cases, the public sector had 

statistically significant lower mean scores than the private sector. 

Each hypothesis was evaluated by calculating Pearson correlation coefficients 

between HRD and systemic practices, utility, and organizational results in the public and 

private sectors. In each case, the null hypothesis was rejected because statistically 

significant positive correlations were noted between HRD and systemic practices, HRD 

and utility, and HRD and organizational results among public and private sector 

contracting professionals. Moderate positive correlations significant at the p<0.01 level 
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were observed between HRD and systemic practices and HRD and utility for the public 

and private sectors. Strong positive correlations significant at the p < 0.01 level were 

observed between HRD and organization results for the public and private sectors. 

Chapter 5 provides a summary of the study in which review of the key 

components of the study are presented. Additionally, Chapter 5 discusses the implications 

of the data described in this section. The implications are addressed from both theoretical 

and practical perspectives. Chapter 5 also describes recommendations for future research 

and for how the information presented in this study can be applied to practice.  
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Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Introduction 

The purpose of the quantitative correlational study was to examine the influence 

of HRD climate on systemic practices, utility, and organizational results among 

contracting professionals within public and private sector organizations. The study results 

contributed to the field by providing detailed insight into how the public and private 

sector’s HRD climates impact systemic practices, utility, and organizational results and 

by determining instances in which significant differences between the two sectors 

existed. The study made progress towards addressing the identified research problem, a 

gap in comparative knowledge between the public and private sectors (Hawkins et al., 

2011). Because of this study, HRD practitioners in the public and private sectors now 

have the data and framework necessary to make systematic improvements in areas that 

require attention.  

Chapter 5 includes a summary of the study, summary of findings and conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations. The summary section provides an overview of the 

entire study and highlights key points from Chapters 1 through 3. The summary of 

findings and conclusions section provides answers to each of the research questions and 

describes the conclusions drawn from the data. Next, the implications section discusses 

what the research implies theoretically, practically, and for the future as well as 

describing the strengths and needs identified over the course of the study. Last, the 

recommendations section highlights the key suggestions to academia and industry for 

further action.  
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Summary of the Study 

HRD is the process of improving individual, group, and organizational 

performance through training, career development, and organizational development 

initiatives (Garavan, 2007; Nadler & Nadler, 2012). For HRD to be effective, 

organizations must balance numerous factors. HRD must account for and anticipate how 

the organization may evolve as time progresses (Mittal, 2013). Understanding the manner 

in which an organization may change in the future is important to HRD because it 

provides the framework for a facilitative and appropriate environment for employees to 

learn and develop, which assists the organization in reaching its goals. Additionally, 

according to Rao and Salunkje (2013), leaders within organizations must create an 

environment in which human capital is viewed as the most valuable organizational 

resource. HRD enables an organization to perform at its full capacity and is a means for 

creating a competitive advantage in today’s volatile environment. Specifically, effective 

HRD ensures that organizations are agile, their workforce is capable and flexible, and the 

workforce has the correct skills at the appropriate time (Mittal, 2013). The contracting 

field is a complex and technical discipline that requires a strong organizational HRD 

climate that supports an employee’s development in such a manner that results in 

increased knowledge, skills, effectiveness, and efficiency.  

The performance of the acquisition and procurement workforce has been the 

source of intense scrutiny and concern for several decades, which provided the impetus 

for this study (GAO, 2002; GAO, 2013). Because of these concerns, organizations have 

invested a great deal of effort in making improvements in HRD. This study was primarily 

concerned with determining if these efforts have resulted in changes and the extent to 
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which the public and private sectors differed. The research questions that guided this 

study were aimed at determining the extent to which HRD influenced systemic practices, 

utility, and organizational results in the public and private sectors among contracting 

professionals. This section describes key information from earlier chapters.  

In reviewing the history of contract management literature, an interesting 

observation was that that issues seem to occur in a cyclical nature. Additionally, some of 

the same themes that were concerning to the contract management profession in its 

earliest form still hold true today. Since the earliest times of contract management in the 

United States, there have been concerns about the contract management workforce and 

efforts to make improvements (Nadler & Nadler, 2012). 

This study used a quantitative correlational research design to answer the research 

questions. An n of ≥ 96 was required in order to conduct statistical analysis. The response 

exceeded the minimum required by 120 for a total of 216 responses. The study used a 

survey instrument adapted from Grohmann and Kauffeld’s Questionnaire for Training 

Evaluation (Q4TE) (2013) and Rao’s (1986) HRD climate survey, to collect data 

necessary for conducting correlational analysis on the variables of interest. Surveys are 

an economical and efficient method to collect quantitative data pertaining to a given 

population (Creswell, 2013). The purpose of this quantitative correlational study was to 

determine how HRD climate influences systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results for public and private sector contracting professionals at the National Contract 

Management Association. The next section presents conclusions made based on the data 

analysis and findings of the study. 
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Summary of Findings and Conclusions 

The independent construct for this study was HRD climate and the dependent 

constructs were systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. In the previous 

chapter, the results of the data analyses conducted were presented for each of the 

constructs evaluated through this study. This section provides an overview of the findings 

from those analyses and presents conclusions based on those findings.  

HRD climate overview. Descriptive statistics were analyzed for the HRD climate 

construct for the entire sample and for the public and private sector participants 

separately. The public sector sample mean score for HRD climate was 3.05 (n = 69, SD = 

0.94) and the private sector sample mean score was 3.27 (n = 147, SD = 0.79) for a 

combined sample mean score of 3.12 (n = 216, SD = 0.84). This indicates that on average 

private sector contract professionals rated the HRD climate more favorably than public 

sector contracting professionals did. There were three combined sample scores that fell 

below the neutral score of 3.0, which included variables that assessed the extent to which 

management sees it as their responsibility to ensure employee engagement, the 

organization proactively notifies employees of impending organizational changes, and 

incompetent employees are addressed rather than left unattended. The results indicated 

that both the public and private sectors should ensure that top managers are actively 

involved in understanding the factors that drive employee engagement, are aware of and 

notifying employees of impending organizational changes, and are actively addressing 

incompetent employees within the organization.  

The public sector had four sample mean scores that fell below the neutral 

threshold of 3.0 on the HRD climate scale. The variables that fell below the neutral 



 

 

97 

threshold evaluated the extent to which management sees it as their responsibility to 

ensure employee engagement (n = 69, M = 2.71, SD = 1.16), management spends 

considerable time developing employees (n = 69, M = 2.9, SD = 1.26), the organization 

proactively notifies employees of impending changes (n = 69, M = 2.83, SD = 1.175), and 

incompetent employees are addressed rather than left unattended (n = 69, M = 2.74, SD = 

1.11). Public sector participants rated their organizations especially low on variables that 

assessed management responsibility for employee engagement (n = 69, M = 2.7, SD = 

1.16) and addressing incompetent employees (n = 69, M = 2.74, SD = 1.11). In order to 

improve the overall HRD climate for public sector contracting professionals, the four 

areas in which the public sector mean score fell below 3.0 should be prioritized as areas 

for improvement.  

The private sector group did not have any scores that fell below the neutral 

threshold. However, the lowest scores on the HRD climate scale were the same as those 

in the public sector. This indicates that both sectors should prioritize improvements in 

these areas in order to increase the overall quality of the HRD climate.  

To determine if statistically significant variance existed between the public and 

private sectors, between-groups t-test data was analyzed. The t-test data indicated that 

there were three variables within the HRD construct in which the variance between the 

two sectors was significant. The three measures in which there was a statistically 

significant variance between the public and private sectors included: the extent to which 

management sees it as their responsibility to ensure employee engagement (t (119) = -

2.09, p < 0.039), incompetent employees are addressed rather than left attended (t (214) = 

-2.23, p < 0.027), and management believes that employees behavior can be changed at 
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any point in their career (t (214) = -2.24, p < 0.020). These results suggest the private 

sector had statistically significant higher mean scores in these areas than the public 

sector.  

Systemic practices overview. Descriptive statistics were analyzed for the 

systemic practices construct for the entire sample and for the public and private sector 

participants separately. The systemic practices construct evaluated the extent to which 

organizations were performing in accordance with Kirkpatrick’s HRD evaluation 

framework - one of the theoretical constructs grounding the study. The public sector 

sample mean score the systemic practices scale was 3.71 (n = 69, SD = .80) and the 

private sector sample mean score was 3.75 (n = 147, SD = .65) for a combined sample 

mean score of 3.74 (n = 216, SD = .70). The results indicate that both the public and 

private sectors participants are reporting increased efficiency as a result of the HRD 

climate, which indicates that both sectors seem to be reaching the results level according 

to Kirkpatrick’s hierarchy. The between groups t-test revealed no statistically significant 

variances between the public and private sector groups. 

Utility overview. Descriptive statistics were analyzed for the utility construct for 

the entire sample and for the public and private sector participants separately. The utility 

construct evaluated the extent to which employees considered development activities 

useful within their organizations. The public sector sample mean score for the utility 

scale was 3.80 (n = 69, SD = .83) and the private sector sample mean score was 3.74 (n = 

147, SD = .75) for a combined sample mean score of 3.76 (n = 216, SD = .77). The 

between groups t-test revealed no statistically significant variances between the public 

and private sector groups. Analysis of the frequency and modality variables revealed that 
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the public sector averages more frequent face-to-face, web-based, and supervisory 

development opportunities than the private sector within the preceding 12-month period. 

Organizational results overview. Descriptive statistics were analyzed for the 

organization results scale for the entire sample and for the public and private sector 

participants separately. The organizational results construct evaluated the extent to which 

increased productivity, employee efficiency, and overall HRD satisfaction. The public 

sector sample mean score for the organizational results scale was 3.45 (n = 69, SD = .96) 

and the private sector sample mean score was 3.48 (n = 147, SD = .77) for a combined 

sample mean score of 3.47 (n = 216, SD = .83). These results indicate that the private 

sector scored their organizations slightly higher than their public sector counterparts. 

However, the between groups t-test revealed no statistically significant variances on any 

measures within the organization results scale between the public and private sectors.  

HRD influence on systemic practices. To determine the extent to which HRD 

influenced systemic practices, Pearson’s r was calculated between the HRD climate and 

systemic practices scales for the public and private sector groups. The following 

hypotheses were evaluated in this section: 

H10: A relationship does not exist between human resource development and 

systemic practices in the public sector among contracting professionals. 

H1a: A relationship exists between human resource development and systemic 

practices in the public sector among contracting professionals. 

H20: A relationship does not exist between human resource development and 

utility in the private sector among contracting professionals. 
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H2a: A relationship exists between human resource development and systemic 

practices in the private sector among contracting professionals. 

Regarding H10 and H1a, a moderately strong positive correlation (n = 69, r = .661, 

p < 0.01) was observed between HRD and systemic practices in the public sector. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. 

That is, there was a statistically significant correlation between HRD climate and 

systemic practices within the public sector. This result indicated that increases in HRD 

mean scores were correlated with increases in mean scores within the systemic practices 

construct. Furthermore, this result indicated that an effective HRD climate is related with 

better HRD evaluation outcomes. 

For H20 and H2a, a moderately strong positive correlation (n= 147, r = .547, p < 

0.01) was observed between HRD and systemic practices in the private sector. Therefore, 

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. This result 

indicated that increases in HRD mean scores were correlated with increases within the 

systemic practices scores. This result indicated that an effective HRD climate is related 

with better HRD evaluation outcomes.  

HRD influence on utility. To determine the extent to which HRD influenced 

utility, Pearson’s r was calculated between the HRD climate and utility scales for the 

public and private sector groups. The following hypotheses were evaluated in this 

section:  

H30: A relationship does not exist between human resource development and 

utility in the public sector. 
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H3a: A relationship exists between human resource development and utility in the 

public sector. 

H40: A relationship does not exist between human resource development and 

utility in the private sector. 

H4a: A relationship exists between human resource development and utility in the 

private sector. 

Regarding H30 and H3a, a moderately strong positive correlation (n = 69, r = .652, 

p < 0.01) was observed between HRD and utility in the public sector. Therefore the null 

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. That is, there was a 

statistically significant correlation between HRD climate and utility within the public 

sector. This result indicated that increases in HRD mean scores were correlated with 

increases within the utility construct. Furthermore, this result indicated that a better HRD 

climate creates higher utility of development activities within the public sector.  

For H40 and H4a, a moderately strong positive correlation (n= 147, r = .607, p < 

0.01) was observed between HRD and utility in the private sector. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. This result indicated 

that increases in HRD mean scores were correlated with increases within the utility 

scores. This result indicated that an effective HRD climate is related with higher utility of 

development activities within the private sector.  

HRD influence on organizational results. To determine the extent to which 

HRD influenced organizational results, Pearson’s r was calculated between the HRD 

climate and organizational results scales for the public and private sector groups. The 

following hypotheses were evaluated in this section:  
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H50: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H5a: human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

public sector among contracting professionals. 

H60: Human resource development does not influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

H6a: Human resource development does influence organizational results in the 

private sector among contracting professionals. 

Regarding H50 and H5a, a strong positive correlation (n = 69, r = .816, p < 0.01) 

was observed between HRD and organizational results in the public sector. There was a 

statistically significant correlation between HRD climate and utility within the public 

sector. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was 

accepted. Increases in HRD mean scores were correlated with increases within the 

organizational results scores. This result indicated that a stronger HRD climate is 

correlated with better organizational results within the public sector.   

For H60 and H6a, a moderately strong positive correlation (n= 147, r = .704, p < 

0.01) was observed between HRD and organizational results in the private sector. There 

was a statistically significant correlation between HRD climate and organizational 

results. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was 

accepted. Increases in HRD mean scores were correlated with increases in organizational 

results scores. This result indicated that a stronger HRD climate is related with better 

organizational results within the private sector. 
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Conclusions. Several conclusions can be derived from the findings that resulted 

from this study. The following conclusions were drawn through analysis of the 

descriptive statistics for each of constructs in the study – HRD, systemic practices, utility, 

and organizational results.  

• Private sector contract professionals rated the HRD climate more 

favorably than public sector contracting professionals. 

• Public sector participants rated their organizations especially low on 

variables within the HRD climate construct that assessed management 

responsibility for employee engagement and addressing incompetent 

employees. 

• The private sector group did not have any scores that fell below the neutral 

threshold within the HRD climate construct. However, the lowest scores 

on the HRD climate scale were the same as those in the public sector 

mentioned above. 

• The private sector had statistically significant higher mean scores within 

the HRD construct on measures that assessed the extent to which 

management sees it as their responsibility to ensure employee 

engagement, incompetent employees are addressed rather than left 

unattended, and management believes that an employee’s behavior can be 

changed at any point in their career.  

• Analysis of the systemic practices construct indicated that both public and 

private sector participants report increased efficiency as a result of the 

HRD climate within their respective organizations. This indicates that both 
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sectors appear to be reaching the results level according to Kirkpatrick’s 

hierarchy. 

• The public sector participants reported more face-to-face and web-based 

development opportunities within the preceding twelve-month period than 

the private sector participants.  

• The utility construct mean scores for both the public and private sectors 

were the highest scores among all of the constructs.   

• Analysis of the organizational results scale indicated that the private sector 

scored their organizations slightly higher than their public sector 

counterparts. However, the between groups t-test revealed no statistically 

significant variances on any measures within the organization results scale 

between the public and private sectors. 

Additionally, the following conclusions were drawn based on correlational 

analysis between HRD and systemic practices, utility, and organizational results: 

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean scores within the systemic practices construct in the public sector.  

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean scores within the systemic practices construct in the private sector.  

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean score within utility construct in the public sector. 

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean scores within utility construct in the private sector. 



 

 

105 

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean scores within the organizational results construct in the public 

sector.  

• Increases in HRD climate mean scores were correlated with increases in 

mean scores within the organizational results construct in the private 

sector.  

As discussed earlier in the manuscript, a strong HRD climate is an essential 

component of demonstrating a commitment to organizational success (Kaifeng et al., 

2012). The findings and conclusions demonstrate this point. HRD is an essential 

organizational component that must be attended to in both the public and private sectors 

among contracting professionals. The findings are significant because they provide 

information that allows HRD professionals in the public and private sectors the 

opportunity to make concerted efforts to improve the overall HRD climate. The 

conclusions drawn from this study demonstrated that HRD climate had moderate to 

strong correlational relationships with systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results within both sectors. The conclusions indicate that organizations should focus 

intently on creating the most effective HRD climate possible in order to attain the greatest 

organizational benefits. 

Implications 

This study was grounded in two theoretical constructs, Kirkpatrick’s evaluation 

hierarchy and contingency theory. Kirkpatrick’s (1959) model is based on the concept 

that as evaluation of HRD practices within an organization improve; the overall quality of 

the HRD environment improves. Contingency theory is the concept that an organization 
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must be adept at adjusting to environmental conditions; the more adept an organization is 

at meeting these environmental changes, the greater the probability of successful 

outcomes (Scott, 1981). This section will also discuss the practical implications in light 

of the findings and conclusions based on this study.  

Theoretical implications. Kirkpatrick’s model suggests that as HRD evaluation 

practices improve, the probability for improved organization performance increases as 

well (Kirkpatrick, 2010). The Kirkpatrick hierarchy has four increasingly important 

levels of HRD evaluation – reaction, results, learning, and behavior. The findings 

indicated that both the public and private sectors were achieving at least some learning 

and behavior-level impacts as a result of the HRD environments (Kirkpatrick, 1981). 

These impacts were observed in the descriptive statistics as well as the correlational 

analysis between HRD and systemic practices. A moderately strong positive correlation 

was observed between HRD and systemic practices, which assessed HRD evaluation 

level. The correlational data lends additional evidence to support Kirkpatrick’s (1959) 

taxonomy.  

Contingency theory is based on the concept that as an organization becomes more 

adept at adapting to changing environmental conditions, the better the chances of the 

organization’s success (Scott, 1981). As described in Chapter 2, the literature suggests 

that the public and private sectors have very different motivations and approaches to 

management (Noe & Tews, 2012). Based on the organizational differences, it would be 

reasonable to expect significant differences between the public and private sectors 

groups. Interestingly, comparing the two groups revealed that there were very no 

statistically significant variances between the two groups within the systemic practices, 
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utility, and organizational results areas. Only three out of nine measures within the HRD 

construct had statistically significant variance between groups. Although there were few 

statistically significant variances observed between the two groups, that that does not 

mean that the contingency theory is not applicable. The lack of observed variance 

between the groups simply means that there was not evidence to support the theory based 

on the information assessed through this study.  

Practical implications. Two primary implications were apparent based on the 

conclusions from this study in light of the theoretical constructs that grounded this study. 

The evidence supports the necessity of HRD evaluation activities in line with 

Kirkpatrick’s (1959) hierarchy in order to attain the best organization results. According 

to Kirkpatrick (1981), the better job organizations do with assessing outcomes at each of 

the levels on the hierarchy, the better the organizational results. The data suggested that 

while both the public and private sectors were attaining at least some results at the 

highest levels of the hierarchy, more work by HRD specialists within organizations 

would be beneficial to determine the extent to which HRD activities are evaluated and 

improved.  

Future implications. That data that resulted from this study did not produce 

sufficient evidence to provide additional support for contingency theory. The literature 

suggests that the private sector is more agile than the public sector (Ferlie, 1996). 

Therefore, the expectation based on contingency theory would be there would be 

significant variance between the public and private sectors, especially within the 

organizational results construct. However, that was not the case as evidenced by no 

statistically significant variance between the public and private sector groups within the 
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organization results construct. Because the study examined a very specific group of 

employees within the public and private sectors, future researchers should consider 

including additional public and private sector employees to determine if the lack of 

evidence for contingency theory observed here is a result of the selected population and 

sample.  

Recommendations  

This research made headway in understanding more about the similarities and 

differences in the HRD climates within the public and private sectors. Organizational 

leaders, HRD professionals, and individuals responsible for providing education and 

development to contracting professionals could use the results from this study to improve 

HRD practices within their respective organizations. These same professionals could use 

the results to inform HRD decisions in an effort to improve organizational effectiveness 

and bottom-line results within their respective organizations. Several interesting findings 

resulted from the study, but additional research is necessary in order to further develop 

this line of research. Recommendations for future research as well as recommendations 

for practice are reviewed in the next sections.  

Recommendations for future research. As discussed in Chapter 2, a great deal 

of research exists concerning HRD and how HRD practices influence various factors. 

However, there was very little research that examined the contracting professionals 

population, specifically. Although, this research made progress in providing more 

information on the HRD environments within the public and private sectors among 

contracting professionals, more research is necessary. Specifically, researchers should 

consider examining the influence of HRD on systemic practice, utility, and organizational 
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results with other populations to determine if the results from this study are isolated to the 

contracting professionals group or if observations observed with this population 

generalize to other groups as well. Additionally, this study found moderately strong to 

strong correlations between HRD and systemic practices, utility, and organizational 

results. While the evidence is strong that HRD plays a key role in these areas, future 

research should be conducted to determine causal factors, if any, that underlie these 

correlations. There were three measures within the HRD construct, examined through this 

study, where significant variance between the public and private sectors existed. Future 

research should examine the factors that contribute to the observed variance. A 

qualitative study may be beneficial in order to supplement this research in this regard.  

Public sector participants reported a higher average number of trainings within the last 

twelve months than the private sector, but as a whole, the private sector had a higher 

mean HRD climate score. This seems to indicate that increased quantity of training does 

not necessarily mean that a stronger HRD climate exists. Future research should examine 

this observation more depth.  

Recommendations for practice. This study found that HRD was positively 

correlated with systemic practices, utility, and organizational results in both the public 

and private sectors, thus underlining the significance of HRD within organizations. 

Organizational leaders and HRD practitioners should strategically examine existing HRD 

environments to identify opportunities for improvement. Within the HRD construct, both 

sectors scored management’s commitment to employee engagement, proactively 

notifying employees of impending changes, and the organization’s willingness to address 

incompetent employees especially low. Although the public sector had lower overall 
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mean scores in this area, both sectors should examine, refine, and improve their practices 

in regard to these areas in particular. In general, public and private sector contracting 

professionals indicate a neutral stance on the HRD environments within their 

organizations. Neutrality in this regard should be a significant concern for organizations. 

Without a strong HRD environment, systemic practices, utility, and ultimately, 

organizational results will suffer.  

Concluding Statement 

The findings from this study contribute to the field of HRD and organizational 

psychology by providing detailed insight into the public and private sector’s HRD 

climates’ influence on systemic practices, utility, and organizational results. The study’s 

findings made progress in addressing a gap of knowledge present in the literature, as 

described by Hawkins, et al. (2011), by providing more insight into the similarities and 

differences between the public and private sectors among contracting professionals. As a 

result of this study, HRD practitioners and organizations now have the data and 

framework necessary to inform strategic HRD improvements within their respective 

organizations.  
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Appendix B: 

Pre-Notice 

Fellow Contract/Procurement Professional: 

You are invited to participate in a doctoral research study led by Daniel Singleton, 

M.S., Ed.S., Doctoral Candidate at Columbia Southern University. It is vitally important 

that we all support scholarly research in our field of study. This study will examine the 

differences between public and private sector development environments for contracting 

professionals. A significant sample size is needed to draw powerful 

conclusions/inferences and to conduct meaningful factor and sub-factor analysis among 

subgroups in the population. Your participation in this research is exceptionally valuable 

and can help guide and shape human resources opportunities in our profession. NCMA 

encourages you to take approximately 10 minutes to complete this voluntary and 

anonymous survey. 

Thanks in advance,  

Daniel Singleton 
Doctoral Candidate 
Columbia Southern University 
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Appendix C 

Permission to Use SurveyMonkey™ Platform for Research 

 

 

 

SurveyMonkey Inc. 
www.surveymonkey.com 
 
For questions, email: 
support@surveymonkey.com 

August 28, 2013 
 
 
 
 
 
Re: Permission to Conduct Research Using SurveyMonkey 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
This letter is being produced in response to a request by a student at your institution who wishes to conduct 
a survey using SurveyMonkey in order to support their research.  The student has indicated that they 
require a letter from SurveyMonkey granting them permission to do this.  Please accept this letter as 
evidence of such permission.  Students are permitted to conduct research via the SurveyMonkey platform 
provided that they abide by our Terms of Use, a copy of which is available on our website. 
 
SurveyMonkey is a self-serve survey platform on which our users can, by themselves, create, deploy and 
analyze surveys through an online interface.  We have users in many different industries who use surveys 
for many different purposes.  One of our most common use cases is students and other types of 
researchers using our online tools to conduct academic research. 
 
If you have any questions about this letter, please contact us at the email address above. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
SurveyMonkey Inc. 
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Appendix D 

Informed Consent 

The purpose of this research project is to understand differences between the 
training and development environments for contract and procurement professionals in the 
public and private sectors. This is a research project conducted by doctoral candidate 
Daniel Singleton at Columbia Southern University. You are invited to participate in this 
research project because you are a member of the National Contract Management 
Association and are a contract and/or procurement professional.  

 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to 

participate. If you decide to participate in this research survey, you may withdraw at any 
time. If you decide not to participate in this study or if you withdraw from participation 
there is no penalization.  

 
The procedure involves filling an online survey that will take approximately 10 

minutes. Your responses will be confidential and the research will not collect identifying 
information such as your name, email address or IP address. The survey questions will be 
about the quality of the training and development environment within your organization, 
the frequency and modality of trainings, and your overall satisfaction with the training 
and development environment within your organization.  

 
We will do our best to keep your information confidential. All data is stored in a 

password protected electronic format. To help protect your confidentiality, the surveys 
will not contain information that will personally identify you. The results of this study are 
used for scholarly purposes only. 

 
If you have any questions about the research study, please contact Daniel 

Singleton at JSUDaniel@mac.com. This research has been reviewed according to 
Columbia Southern University IRB procedures for research involving human subjects. If 
you have concerns that you are being put at risk in any way, please contact the Columbia 
Southern University Institutional Review Board at dba@columbiasouthern.edu.  

 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 
 
Clicking on the "agree" button below indicates that:  
• you have ready the above information 
• you voluntarily agree to participate 
• you are at least 18 years of age 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline 

participation by clicking on the "disagree" button. 
 
☐ Agree 
☐ Disagree 
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Appendix E 

JOHN WILEY AND SONS LICENSE TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Mar 11, 2014
 

This is a License Agreement between Daniel R Singleton ("You") and John Wiley 
and Sons ("John Wiley and Sons") provided by Copyright Clearance Center ("CCC"). 
The license consists of your order details, the terms and conditions provided by John 
Wiley and Sons, and the payment terms and conditions. 

All payments must be made in full to CCC. For payment instructions, please 
see information listed at the bottom of this form. 

 

 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

This copyrighted material is owned by or exclusively licensed to John Wiley & 
Sons, Inc. or one of its group companies (each a "Wiley Company") or a society for 
whom a Wiley Company has exclusive publishing rights in relation to a particular journal 
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(collectively "WILEY"). By clicking "accept" in connection with completing this 
licensing transaction, you agree that the following terms and conditions apply to this 
transaction (along with the billing and payment terms and conditions established by the 

Terms and Conditions 

1. The materials you have requested permission to reproduce (the "Materials") are 
protected by copyright. 2.You are hereby granted a personal, non-exclusive, non-
sublicensable, non-transferable, worldwide, limited license to reproduce the Materials for 
the purpose specified in the licensing process. This license is for a one-time use only with 
a maximum distribution equal to the number that you identified in the licensing process. 
Any form of republication granted by this license must be completed within two years of 
the date of the grant of this license (although copies prepared before may be distributed 
thereafter). The Materials shall not be used in any other manner or for any other purpose. 
Permission is granted subject to an appropriate acknowledgement given to the author, 
title of the material/book/journal and the publisher. You shall also duplicate the copyright 
notice that appears in the Wiley publication in your use of the Material. Permission is 
also granted on the understanding that nowhere in the text is a previously published 
source acknowledged for all or part of this Material. Any third party material is expressly 
excluded from this permission. 3. With respect to the Materials, all rights are reserved. 
Except as expressly granted by the terms of the license, no part of the Materials may be 
copied, modified, adapted (except for minor reformatting required by the new 
Publication), translated, reproduced, transferred or distributed, in any form or by any 
means, and no derivative works may be made based on the Materials without the prior 
permission of the respective copyright owner. You may not alter, remove or suppress in 
any manner any copyright, trademark or other notices displayed by the Materials. You 
may not license, rent, sell, loan, lease, pledge, offer as security, transfer or assign the 
Materials, or any of the rights granted to you hereunder to any other person. 4. The 
Materials and all of the intellectual property rights therein shall at all times remain the 
exclusive property of John Wiley & Sons Inc or one of its related companies (WILEY) or 
their respective licensors, and your interest therein is only that of having possession of 
and the right to reproduce the Materials pursuant to Section 2 herein during the 
continuance of this Agreement. You agree that you own no right, title or interest in or to 
the Materials or any of the intellectual property rights therein. You shall have no rights 
hereunder other than the license as provided for above in Section 2. No right, license or 
interest to any trademark, trade name, service mark or other branding ("Marks") of 
WILEY or its licensors is granted hereunder, and you agree that you shall not assert any 
such right, license or interest with respect thereto. 5. NEITHER WILEY NOR ITS 
LICENSORS MAKES ANY WARRANTY OR REPRESENTATION OF ANY KIND 
TO YOU OR ANY THIRD PARTY, EXPRESS, IMPLIED OR STATUTORY, WITH 
RESPECT TO THE MATERIALS OR THE ACCURACY OF ANY INFORMATION 
CONTAINED IN THE MATERIALS, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, ANY 
IMPLIED WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY, ACCURACY, SATISFACTORY 
QUALITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, USABILITY, 
INTEGRATION OR NON-INFRINGEMENT AND ALL SUCH WARRANTIES ARE 
HEREBY EXCLUDED BY WILEY AND ITS LICENSORS AND WAIVED BY 
YOU. 6. WILEY shall have the right to terminate this Agreement immediately upon 
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breach of this Agreement by you. 7. You shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless 
WILEY, its Licensors and their respective directors, officers, agents and employees, from 
and against any actual or threatened claims, demands, causes of action or proceedings 
arising from any breach of this Agreement by you. 8. IN NO EVENT SHALL WILEY 
OR ITS LICENSORS BE LIABLE TO YOU OR ANY OTHER PARTY OR ANY 
OTHER PERSON OR ENTITY FOR ANY SPECIAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, 
INCIDENTAL, INDIRECT, EXEMPLARY OR PUNITIVE DAMAGES, HOWEVER 
CAUSED, ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE DOWNLOADING, 
PROVISIONING, VIEWING OR USE OF THE MATERIALS REGARDLESS OF THE 
FORM OF ACTION, WHETHER FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT, BREACH OF 
WARRANTY, TORT, NEGLIGENCE, INFRINGEMENT OR OTHERWISE 
(INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, DAMAGES BASED ON LOSS OF 
PROFITS, DATA, FILES, USE, BUSINESS OPPORTUNITY OR CLAIMS OF THIRD 
PARTIES), AND WHETHER OR NOT THE PARTY HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE 
POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES. THIS LIMITATION SHALL APPLY 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY FAILURE OF ESSENTIAL PURPOSE OF ANY 
LIMITED REMEDY PROVIDED HEREIN. 9. Should any provision of this Agreement 
be held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal, invalid, or unenforceable, that 
provision shall be deemed amended to achieve as nearly as possible the same economic 
effect as the original provision, and the legality, validity and enforceability of the 
remaining provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected or impaired thereby. 10. The 
failure of either party to enforce any term or condition of this Agreement shall not 
constitute a waiver of either party's right to enforce each and every term and condition of 
this Agreement. No breach under this agreement shall be deemed waived or excused by 
either party unless such waiver or consent is in writing signed by the party granting such 
waiver or consent. The waiver by or consent of a party to a breach of any provision of 
this Agreement shall not operate or be construed as a waiver of or consent to any other or 
subsequent breach by such other party. 11. This Agreement may not be assigned 
(including by operation of law or otherwise) by you without WILEY's prior written 
consent. 

12. Any fee required for this permission shall be non-refundable after thirty (30) 
days from receipt 13. These terms and conditions together with CCC's Billing and 
Payment terms and conditions (which are incorporated herein) form the entire agreement 
between you and WILEY concerning this licensing transaction and (in the absence of 
fraud) supersedes all prior agreements and representations of the parties, oral or written. 
This Agreement may not be amended except in writing signed by both parties. This 
Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties' successors, legal 
representatives, and authorized assigns. 14. In the event of any conflict between your 
obligations established by these terms and conditions and those established by CCC's 
Billing and Payment terms and conditions, these terms and conditions shall prevail. 15. 
WILEY expressly reserves all rights not specifically granted in the combination of (i) the 
license details provided by you and accepted in the course of this licensing transaction, 
(ii) these terms and conditions and (iii) CCC's Billing and Payment terms and 
conditions. 16. This Agreement will be void if the Type of Use, Format, Circulation, or 
Requestor Type was misrepresented during the licensing process. 17. This Agreement 
shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of New 
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York, USA, without regards to such state's conflict of law rules. Any legal action, suit or 
proceeding arising out of or relating to these Terms and Conditions or the breach thereof 
shall be instituted in a court of competent jurisdiction in New York County in the State of 
New York in the United States of America and each party hereby consents and submits to 
the personal jurisdiction of such court, waives any objection to venue in such court and 
consents to service of process by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, at 
the last known address of such party. Wiley Open Access Terms and Conditions Wiley 
publishes Open Access articles in both its Wiley Open Access Journals program 
[http://www.wileyopenaccess.com/view/index.html] and as Online Open articles in its 
subscription journals. The majority of Wiley Open Access Journals have adopted the 
Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY) which permits the unrestricted use, 
distribution, reproduction, adaptation and commercial exploitation of the article in any 
medium. No permission is required to use the article in this way provided that the article 
is properly cited and other license terms are observed. A small number of Wiley Open 
Access journals have retained the Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial 
License (CC BY-NC), which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited and is not used for commercial 
purposes. Online Open articles - Authors selecting Online Open are, unless particular 
exceptions apply, offered a choice of Creative Commons licenses. They may therefore 
select from the CC BY, the CC BY-NC and the Attribution-NoDerivatives (CC BY-NC- 
ND). The CC BY-NC-ND is more restrictive than the CC BY-NC as it does not permit 
adaptations or modifications without rights holder consent. Wiley Open Access articles 
are protected by copyright and are posted to repositories and websites in accordance with 
the terms of the applicable Creative Commons license referenced on the article. At the 
time of deposit, Wiley Open Access articles include all changes made during peer review, 
copyediting, and publishing. Repositories and websites that host the article are 
responsible for incorporating any publisher-supplied amendments or retractions issued 
subsequently. Wiley Open Access articles are also available without charge on Wiley's 
publishing platform, Wiley Online Library or any successor sites. Conditions applicable 
to all Wiley Open Access articles: 

The authors' moral rights must not be compromised. These rights include the right 
of "paternity" (also known as "attribution" - the right for the author to be identified as 
such) and "integrity" (the right for the author not to have the work altered in such a way 
that the author's reputation or integrity may be damaged). 

Where content in the article is identified as belonging to a third party, it is the 
obligation of the user to ensure that any reuse complies with the copyright policies of the 
owner of that content. 

If article content is copied, downloaded or otherwise reused for research and other 
purposes as permitted, a link to the appropriate bibliographic citation (authors, journal, 
article title, volume, issue, page numbers, DOI and the link to the definitive published 
version on Wiley Online Library) should be maintained. Copyright notices and 
disclaimers must not be deleted. 

Creative Commons licenses are copyright licenses and do not confer any other 
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rights, including but not limited to trademark or patent rights. 
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Permission to Use Human Resource Development Climate (HRDC) Instrument 
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