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understandings emanating from the evaluation to examine their own processes and workflows, separate from the outcomes of the evaluation.

Other uses of evaluation findings include conceptual use and shared learning. Certainly, the involvement of stakeholders in determining the focus of the evaluation can
aid in greater understanding of the program or intervention and the organizational processes that can support or hinder its effectiveness (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2005).
Indeed, an increasing use of evaluative inquiry (Parson, 2001; Preskill & Torres, 1999) and appreciative inquiry (Preskill & Coghlan, 2003) enables all stakeholders to
learn from and use the evaluation process and the findings.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND CHALLENGES

‘There are areas that show the continued expansion of evaluation research and practice. Each area represents both opportunities and challenges. These three areas
involve the continued international growth in evaluation, the increasing interest in meta-evaluation, and the increasing calls for professionalism and accountability of
evaluators and the evaluation community.

As discussed above, evaluation activity and evaluation associations exist throughout the world. The development of the IOCE is helping to ensure that support for
evaluation and evaluators will continue and will increase. Indeed, this organization holds several specific goals: () build evaluation leadership and evaluation capacity
in developing countries, (b) help practitioners take a more worldly approach to the issues, problems, and questions that they investigate, and (c) foster global
collaboration, information sharing, and theory building. Such globalization does not, however, come without some challenges. First, if evaluators are to practice
globally, they must possess some competence to interact with the various constituencies. Second, the ethical standards used in one national or organizational setting
‘may not be able to be translated or adapted to another national or organizational setting. Both of these challenges then relate to the interest in meta-evaluation and the
calls for certification.

Meta-evaluation refers to evaluation that looks inward on its own practice, or what might be considered an evaluation of an evaluation (Scriven, 1001; Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2001). Such a meta-evaluation can be undertaken by the evaluator or evaluation team as a kind of reflection process. It may be undertaken by the program staff
or stakeholders as a means of providing a critique of the evaluation. Or it may be undertaken by a peer evaluator or group of peer evaluators. Through such meta-
evaluation, both the evaluators and the stakeholders can learn more about the evaluation processes. In addition, such meta-evaluation can bring greater clarity and
greater credibility to the original evaluation findings. Russ-Eft and Preskill (2008) provide an example of a meta-evaluation of a beta-test process within a private
organization. Even though meta-evaluations can yield important learnings and findings, the challenge for evaluators is to identify ways to build such meta-evaluations
into an already expensive (potentially in the minds of the client) process.

Afinal area of expanding scope for evaluation involves the increasing calls for professionalism and accountability within the evaluation community. Such interest stems
partly from the growth of the evaluation throughout the world and partly from evaluators’ recognition of their own need for increased learning and development. Thus,
sets of standards and guidelines have been developed by various national evaluation associations. In addition, recent studies have been undertaken to identify evaluator
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competencies (King, Stevahn, Ghere, & Minnema, 2001; Russ-Eft, Bober, de la Teja, Foxon, & Koszalka, 2008; Stevahn, King, Ghere, & Minnema, 2003). The challenge
will be to determine the most effective methods for incorporating such standards and competencies into the future education, training, and development of evaluators
and those who plan to undertake evaluations.
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CHAPTER TWENTY

The Changing Role of Evaluators and Evaluation
Roger Chevalier

Is evaluation a true profession, a field of study and activity, or a subset of other professions? For every individual who practices evaluation as a full-time role, there are
thousands who use evaluation to support broader professions. And while there are advantages for an individual to work full-time as an evaluator, there are other
advantages of having evaluation embedded in other professions. Evaluation is used to measures such things as the effectiveness of public and organizational programs,
the quality of goods and services, the impact of training, the performance of personnel and equipment, and the potential value of proposed actions. “Evaluation should
be seen as a process of knowledge production, which rests on the use of empirical inquiry” (Owen, 2006). In other words, evaluation is making a value judgment of the
‘merit or worth of an object based upon a set of standards or criteria. With such a wide range of uses, it's not surprising that a number of professions have established
standards and guidelines to encourage its correct use.

WHAT IS A PROFESSION?

One of the earliest and most accepted definitions of a profession comes from the highly respected educator, Jim Finn, as he reviewed the audiovisual field to see
whether it was a true profession. According to Finn (1053), “A profession has, at least, these characteristics: (a) an intellectual technique, (b) an application of that
technique to the practical affairs of man, (<) a period of long training necessary before entering into the profession, (d) an association of the members of the profession
into a closely knit group with a high quality of communication between members, (¢) a series of standards and a statement of ethics which is enforced, and (f) an
organized body of intellectual theory constantly expanding by research.”

In 1967 the Department of Labor co-sponsored a meeting with Cornell University and the American Society for Personnel Administration (ASPA) (the forerunner of the
Society for Human Resources Management (SHRM). According to Fred Wilkins (2008), who worked for ASPA at the time of the meeting, five distinct characteristics of
a profession were developed:

1. A profession is defined by the existence of a national organization that can speak as a unified voice for its members and foster development of the field.
2. A profession has a code of ethics that identifies standards of behavior relating to fairness, justice, truthfulness, and social responsibility.

3.4 profession is also marked by the existence of applied research related to the field.

4. A profession has a defined body of knowledge.

5. A profession has a credentialing organization that sets standards in the field.

‘These characteristics are also referenced in Raymond Weinberg’s book, Certification Guide (2002). It s interesting to note that the Department of Labor does not
identify evaluation as a profession in the list of professional and related occupations in the Occupational Outlook Handbook (Wilkins, 2008); nor does the Department
of Labor currently have a definition or list of characteristics of a profession on their website.

‘The Society for Human Resource Management's Human Resource Certification Institute defines a profession (Cherrington & Leonard, 193) as having the following
characteristics:
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1. A profession must be full-time.
2. Schools and curricula must be aimed specifically at teaching the basic ideas of the profession, and there must be a defined common body of knowledge.
3.4 profession must have a national professional association.

4. A profession must have a certification program.
5. A profession must have a code of ethics.
‘The most notable additions by SHRM are the additions that a profession must be “full-time” and that there must be a “certification program.”

THE CASE FOR EVALUATION AS A PROFESSION

Evaluation is an intellectual technique that is applied to the practical affairs of man. In order to be viewed as a profession, it requires significant education and training;
an association of the members of the profession into a closely knit group with high-quality communications between members; an organized body of intellectual theory
that is constantly expanding by research; evidence of practical application; plus a set of standards and a statement of ethics.

Education and Training

Education and training in evaluation may be formal or informal. Formal programs can help prepare individuals for doing systematic evaluation. In addition to lectures,
textbooks, and articles that deal with the subject, evaluation techniques can be learned with simulations and research projects as well as during internships as part of
the formal education process. Informal programs may include attending professional meetings or conferences; participating in mentoring and coaching programs;
reading professional books and journals, and other professional-development-type activities.

Formal Programs. It is interesting to note that nearly all of the formal education resources identified on the American Evaluation Association (AEA) website
available for evaluators to learn their craft are parts of broader fields of study (AEA University Programs, n.d.). Some university graduate programs or certificate
programs deal directly with evaluation, but most were imbedded in graduate programs for psychology, education, educational psychology, professional and public
sociology, public administration and policy, education and educational research, and organizational development. It should be noted that there are also many
undergraduate and graduate courses in evaluation in instructional technology and performance technology programs.

Informal Programs. In addition to formal education programs, practitioners can develop evaluation knowledge and skills by participating in coaching, mentoring, or
other on-the-job programs, or by attending professional conferences and training programs hosted by professional organizations such as AEA, the Project Managers
Institute (PMI), SHRM, ISPI, ASTD, and so forth, as well as by commercial vendors.

Books. Amazon.com lists over 127,000 entries when evaluation is searched in their non-fiction book section. That number drops quickly to about seven hundred books
that address research methodologies for the social sciences. Four examples of excellent evaluation books follors.

Evaluation Theory, Models, and Applications is a comprehensive resource for students of evaluation to learn its history, theory and standards, models and approaches,
procedures, and inclusion of personnel and program evaluation (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

‘The book that I have found most valuable as I worked to assess the impact of training and performance improvement interventions is Donald Kirkpatrick’s Evaluating
Training Programs: The Four Levels, first published in 1094 and now in its third edition (1998). Kirkpatrick first published his ideas regarding four levels of evaluation
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in 1959 in a series of four articles called “Techniques for Evaluating Training Programs” in Training and Development. His four-level model focused on student
Teaction (what they thought about what they learned), learning (increase in knowledge and skills), behavior (changed behavior when returned to the workplace), and
Tesults (impact on desired business outcomes (Chevalier, 2004).

Another book that has gained a lot of attention in recent years is Return on Investment in Training and Performance Improvement Programs by Jack Phillips (1997).
Later described by Phillips as Level 5, many view return on investment as a subset of Kirkpatricks Level 4. That being said, many organizations have embraced the idea
of comparing the cost of an intervention with its impact on organizational performance. The question that applies here is: “Was the gain worth the pain?”

Aless traditional approach to evaluation is offered by Rob Brinkerhoff in his ook, The Success Case Method (2003), in which he focuses on factual and verifiable
accounts that demonstrate how and how valuably a person used some new method, tool, or capability.

Professional Journals. Practitioners can also read professional journals such as:
« American Journal of Evaluation (AJE): Formerly known as Evaluation Practice, AJE “publishes original papers about the methods, theory, practice, and findings

of evaluation. The general goal of AJE is to present the best work in and about evaluation, in order to improve the knowledge base and practice of its readers”

(wwiw.eval.org/Publications/AJE.asp).

Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis (EEPA): EEPA “publishes scholarly manuseripts of theoretical, methodological, or policy interest to those engaged in

educational policy analysis, evaluation, and decision making” (Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, n.d.).

Educational Researcher(ER): ER “contains scholarly articles that come from a wide range of disciplines and are of general significance to the education research

community” (Educational Researcher, n.d.).

Evaluation and Program Planning (EPP)": EPP publishes “articles from the private and public sectors in a wide range of areas: organizational development and

behavior, training, planning, human resource development, health and mental, social services, mental retardation, corrections, substance abuse, and education”

(Evaluation and Program Planning, n.d.).

Evaluation Review (ER): ER contains “the latest quantitative and qualitative methodological developments, s well as related applied research issues” in such fields

as “education, public health, criminal justice, child development, mental health, social work, public administration, and environmental studies” (Evaluation

Review, n.d.).

New Directions for Evaluation (NDE): NDE is “a quarterly sourcebook . . . an official publication of the American Evaluation Association. It is a peer-reviewed

journal that publishes empirical, methodological, and theoretical works on all aspects of evaluation” (New Directions for Evaluation, n.d.).

Performance Improvement Quarterly (PIQ): PIQ “is a peer-reviewed journal created to stimulate professional discussion in the field and to advance the discipline
of HPT through publishing scholarly works. Its emphasis is on human performance technologies such as front-end analysis or evaluation” (Performance
Improvement Quarterly, n.d.).

« There are also many other evaluation journals published by the various evaluation professional groups around the world.




image12.png
Professional Evaluation Associations

‘The American Evaluation Association (AEA) s the largest evaluation association in the world with 5,500 national and international members and an annual conference
attended by 2,500 participants. AEA’s mission (AEA About Us, n.d.) is to:

« Improve evaluation practices and methods,
« Increase evaluation use,
« Promote evaluation as a profession, and
« Support the contribution of evaluation to the generation of theory and knowledge about effective human action.
‘There are many countries around the world that sponsor and support professional evaluation associations. These include:

« Africa: Aftican Evaluation Association, Nigerian Network of Monitoring and Evaluation, Ghana Evaluators Association, South African Evaluation Network, and
Uganda Evaluation Association

« Asia: Japan Evaluation Society, Malaysian Evaluation Society, and Sri Lanka Evaluation
« Australia: Australasian Evaluation Society
+ Canada: Canadian Evaluation Society and Quebec Society for Program Evaluation

« Europe: Danish Evaluation Society, Dutch Evaluation Society, European Evaluation Society, Finnish Evaluation Society, French Evaluation Society, German
Evaluation Society, International Program Evaluation Network (Russia), Italian Evaluation Society, Spanish Public Policy Evaluation Society, Swedish Evaluation
Society, Swiss Evaluation Society, United Kingdom Evaluation Society

« Latin America: Latin American and Caribbean Programme for Strengthening the Regional Capacity and Evaluation of Rural Poverty Alleviation Projects, and Red
de Evaluacion de American Latina y el Caribe

* Middle East: Israeli Association for Program Evaluation

Defined Common Body of Knowledge

In researching for this chapter, I was unable to identify a common body of evaluation knowledge. Evaluation is such a broad field that overlaps with many other
professions that it would be difficult to identify a clear body of knowledge that all practitioners should have. Perhaps the best collection of evaluation resources is
published on the American Evaluation Association website in their Resource Category.

Practical Application

Mentors and coaches can help accelerate this hands-on learning process. Publishing evaluation results and receiving feedback can also help to further refine these skills.
However, to truly develop and refine their skills, evaluators must practice their craft in the real world by measuring results on a full-time or part-time basis.

For example, many AEA members work full-time in the field of evaluation, although their job titles may vary from evaluator to project analyst, program evaluator,
‘market researcher, educational analyst, auditor, and so forth. Other members work in fields in which evaluation is only part-time for their roles.
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Full-Time Evaluators. Evaluators who work full-time at their craft have the advantage of greater focus and experience in the evaluation process. The disadvantage is
that they typically are not involved in a project until after it has been completed. At that point they have to reconstruct what has happened, identify what measures are
appropriate, and determine whether performance was actually improved. In many cases, evaluation is limited, as the performance shortfall was not adequately defined
in measurable terms at the beginning of the performance improvement process so it is more difficult to measure improvement when the project is complete.
‘The role of full-time evaluators is to “look backwards,” since they typically start their work after a project has been implemented. They then try to measure the impact of
the initiative by reconstructing what has happened. Part-time evaluators, who begin the measurement process at the beginning to determine the present and desired
levels of performance, look forward with their evaluations. The starting point for them is not the end of a project but the beginning (Chevalier, 2003). The gap analysis
process is depicted in Figure 20.1.

Desired Level of Performance

Performance Gap

Present Level of Performance

Figure 20.1 Performance Gap Analysis.

By clearly describing the present and desired levels of performance and setting a reasonable goal in measurable terms, the part-time evaluators are better able to track
changes in performance as a result of the interventions made. This is far superior to beginning the evaluation process after the intervention has been made because it
‘may be difficult if not impossible to reconstruct a baseline with which to measure the effects of the changes made.

Part-Time Evaluators. Evaluation is more commonly seen as part of project management, quality assurance, performance improvement, and instructional design.
Here are some examples:
« Project managers are the largest identifiable group that uses evaluation as part of their field. Project managers need to measure the impact of their interventions as
part of the monitoring and controlling process to ensure that they have met the requirements of a particular project.

+ Human resource managers must continuously monitor the effectiveness of their programs in terms of impact on individual and organizational performance.
Evaluation provides feedback on the state of the human assets that make up the organization.

« Instructional designers use a systematic approach to developing training. Practitioners must be able to perform a needs assessment to determine the knowledge and
skills required to do a specific job; design, develop, and deliver the training and evaluate the results.

« Performance technologists also use a systematic approach to improving workplace performance. The process used includes identification of a performance gap as
the difference between the present and desired levels of performance, determination of the underlying causes for the gap, design, development and implementation
of solutions, and evaluation of the results.
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Evaluation practitioners who do evaluation as part of a greater performance improvement process have the advantage of being involved in the project from its
beginning.

Ideally, part-time evaluators have determined present and desired levels of performance and set a reasonable goal or milestone with which to measure progress in
terms of quality, quantity, time, and cost at the most basic level; for sales, service, customer service, customer retention, and customer referrals at an intermediary
level; or for profitability and market share at the business outcome level. For these part-time evaluators, the evaluation process begins as the performance shortfall is
defined.

Another important aspect of gap analysis is found in establishing trends in performance before the intervention is made. Too often evaluation begins by determining
the present level of performance as a single point in time. The impact of the intervention is then determined by the change from that point after the intervention as
shown in Figure 20.2. The results could be misleading if the performance trend before the intervention is not known.

But how does the evaluation of the result of the intervention change when we know the trends in performance that existed before the intervention? Was performance
declining, steady, or already improving? Did the intervention positively increase the trend that was already there? By starting the evaluation process at the beginning of
the project, part-time evaluators can determine existing trends that will serve to demonstrate how much performance has actually improved as a result of the
intervention. This trend analysis is depicted in Figure 20.3.

Depending on the trend before the intervention, the various outcomes have different values. If there was a downward trend before the intervention, an upward
performance is desirable, but leveling the performance downturn may also show a measure of success. If there was steady performance before the intervention, then
only upward performance would indicate that the intervention was successful. If there was an upward trend before the intervention, continued upward performance
‘may not necessarily be an indication that the intervention added value, because performance was headed that way anyway.

Performance at Tirme Posttive Impact
of Intervention

P

Performance

e No Impact

Negative Impact

Time
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Figure 20.2 Performance Improvement Measured from a Single Point.

>\ Downward

S Trend

Evaluation of the impact is
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performance trend before.
the intervention.

Performance
Level

Time

Figure 20.3 Performance Improvement Measured from Performance Trends.

Standards, Competencies, and Ethics
National and international evaluation associations have developed standards for conducting evaluation. Indeed, evaluation standards suffer from too many sources;
sources that cannot be used to hold evaluation practitioners accountable for their professional ethical practices. “There is evidence to suggest that these voluntary

standards have not yet met their full potential” (Russon, 2005).
AEA’s Guiding Principles. In AEA’s Guiding Principles for Evaluators (2004), the following five principles are established to guide their members:
1. Systematic Inquiry: Evaluators conduct systematic, data-based inquiries about whatever s being evaluated.
2. Competence: Evaluators provide competent performance to stakeholders.
3. Integrity/Honesty: Evaluators ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire evaluation process.
4. Respect for People: Evaluators respect the security, dignity, and self-worth of the respondents, program participants, clients, and other stakeholders with whom
they interact.
5. Responsibilities for General and Public Welfare: Evaluators articulate and take into account the diversity of interests and values that may be related to the general
and public welfare.
The Joint Committee’s Program Evaluation Standards. Located in the Evaluation Center of Western Michigan University, The Joint Committee’s stated role is
to guide and improve the quality of program, personnel, and student evaluations (The Joint Committee, 1994). The program evaluation standards are clustered under

four headings:
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2. Feasibility with standards for practical procedures, political viability, resources use, and project management;

3. Proprietary with standards for responsiveness and inclusiveness, formal and informal agreements, human rights and respect, balance, transparency and disclosure,
contlicts of interest, and fiscal responsibility;

4. Accuracy with standards for trustworthy conclusions and decisions, explicit evaluation reasoning, valid constructs, reliable information, sound qualitative and
quantitative methods, sound designs and analyses, trustworthy evaluation and contest portrayals, and valid communication and reporting; and

Government Auditing Standards. In 2003, the United States Government Accountability Office released the Government Auditing Standards. They are often used
in conjunction with the AEA Guiding Principles for Evaluators and The Joint Committee Program Evaluation Standards. Their chief purpose is “to help ensure that
program evaluations and audits provide an independent assessment of the performance and management of programs against objective criteria or best practices”
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007, p. 99). The four general standards applicable to program evaluations and evaluators are independence, professional judgment,
competence, and quality control and assurance (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

IBSTPI Competencies. The International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and Instruction (IBSTPI) has identified fourteen evaluator competencies
clustered in four general domains that are “required by internal staff or external consultants conducting evaluations in organizational settings, such as for-profit and
not-for-profit organizations, military, and government agencies evaluating their own internal programs” (IBSTPL, 2008).

Competency is defined as the knowledge, skill, or characteristic required to effectively perform a role in an organization (Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999). Competency has also
been defined as the knowledge, attitudes, or skills that define the core abilities required for successful performance in a given job (Parry, 1098). The IBSTPI
competencies for evaluators include:

1. Professional Foundations:
« Communicate effectively in written, oral, and visual form.
« Establish and maintain professional credibility.
+ Demonstrate effective interpersonal skills.
« Observe ethical and legal standards.
+ Demonstrate awareness of the politics of evaluation.
2. Planning and Designing the Evaluation:
« Develop an effective evaluation plan.
« Develop a management plan for the evaluation.
« Devise data collection strategies to support the evaluation questions and design.
« Pilot test the data collection instruments and procedures.
3. Implementing the Evaluation Plan:
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* Collect data.
« Analyze and interpret data.
+ Disseminate and follow up the findings and recommendations.
4. Managing the Evaluation:
« Monitor the management plan.
« Work effectively with personnel and stakeholders.
‘The development of these evaluator competencies is yet another step in making evaluation a true profession.
‘These competencies “represent more than the knowledge, skills, and attitudes expected of professionals in various settings. They also provide operational definitions
that can be used by organizations to define job requirements and position descriptions, establish performance indicators, and improve professional development
programs” (Klein & Richey, 2005).
Ethics

AEA, The Joint Committee, and IBSTPI o include ethical considerations in their standards and competencies. Ethical standards were adopted by the American
Educational Research Association (AERA) in June 1992 and revised in 1096 and 2000 as “an educational document to stimulate collegial debate and to evoke voluntary
compliance by moral persuasion” (About AERA, n.d.). However, a lack of ethical accountability can be seen when professional associations guide members involved in
evaluation without a means to monitor or investigate infractions.

THE ISSUE OF CERTIFICATION

Certification of evaluators is the next step in moving the field of evaluation toward becoming a profession. By certifying evaluators, professional and ethical standards
could be enforced by the certifying body if a certified evaluator was found to be incompetent or unethical in conducting evaluations.

Certification for Full-Time Evaluators

The greatest problem in defining evaluation as a profession is that there is no certification process or credential for full-time evaluators to demonstrate that they have
acquired the necessary body of knowledge and are performing to a given set of standards. Without a certification that would be at risk for professional or ethical
shortfalls, full-time evaluators cannot be held accountable for their performance by the evaluation associations to which they belong.

Certification for Part-Time Evaluators

‘When the evaluation role is only a part-time function, evaluation standards for performance and accountability for adherence through certification are available for
individuals working in these professions. Here are some examples:

Project Management. Founded in 1969, the Project Manager’s Institute (PMI) is the leading membership association for project managers with more than 260,000
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members in more than 171 countries (PML, n.d.b). According to Joseph Patterson, PMI's Public Relations Manager, PMI has certified 267,000 project managers
worldwide as Project Management Professionals (Patterson, 2008).

To be eligible for the PMP credential, applicants must have a bachelor's degree with three years of experience and 4,500 hours spent leading and directing project tasks
or 7,500 hours spent leading and directing project tasks without a bachelor's degree. Applicants for the credential must agree to adhere to a code of ethics and
professional conduct and pass a two-hundred-multiple-choice-question examination that includes forty-two questions (21 percent) related to evaluation under the
heading of monitoring and controlling (PML, n.d.a).

Human Resource Management. Human resource management includes such organizational functions as recruitment, selection, training, performance
management, and compensation. Founded in 1948, the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) is the world's largest professional association devoted to
human resource management. SHRM represents more than 225,000 individual members in over 125 countries, and has  network of more than 575 affiliated chapters
in the United States and abroad (About SHRM, n.d.).

Human Resource Certification Institute (HRCI) began certifying HR professionals in 1976. Since then, the HRCT has certified over ninety thousand HR professionals in
three certification areas: Professional in Human Resources (PHR), Senior Professional in Human Resources (SPHRY), and Global Professional in Human Resources
(GPHR) (HRCI Overview, n.d.).

For the PHR and SPHR certifications, six functional areas are described: strategic management,
total rewards, employee and labor relations, and risk management. Of the seventy-four responsibi
(PHR/SPHR Test Specifications, n.d.).

The HRCI certification requirements include work experience, adherence to standards of honor and integrity, and two hundred multiple-choice test questions for the
PHR and SPHR certifications and a 150-question multiple-choice test for the GPHR certification. Certifications may be denied or revoked for falsification of work
experience or other information on the exam application, misrepresentation of work experience or other information, violation of testing procedures, failure to pass the
certification exam, or failure to meet recertification requirements (PHR SPHR GPHR Certification Handbook, 2008).

Quality Assurance. Formed in 1046 and with more than 100,000 individual and organizational members in over one hundred countries, the American Society for
Quality (ASQ) s the leading professional association that advances learning, quality improvement, and knowledge exchange to improve business results. ASQ has
certified over 120,000 individuals in fourteen different certification programs for various aspects of quality in such industries as education, government, healthcare,
manufacturing and service (ASQ: Who we are, n.d.).

Each certification candidate is required to pass a multiple-choice examination that measures comprehension of the related body of knowledge. The Certified Manager of
Quality program also has two essay questions. All exams have questions on evaluation of quality improvement initiatives, but to varying degrees based on the program.
ASQ also has a code of ethics (ASQ: Code of Ethics, n.d.) to guide its members in their actions as they work to improve quality in the organizations they serve. ASQ uses
its Ethics Committee to review complaints regarding performance and ethics of their certified people.

Performance Technology. Founded in 1962 as the National Society for Programmed Instruction (NSPI), the International Society for Performance Improvement
(ISP1) represents about ten thousand performance improvement professionals in forty countries and offers the Certified Performance Technologist (CPT) designation
(About ISPL n.d.). Applicants must demonstrate proficiency in ten standards of performance technology and adhere to a code of ethics. Certification is performance-
based, with applicants having to document three examples of meeting each of the ten standards using from three to seven projects. The descriptions of these projects

fkplace planning and employment, human resource development,
es listed for these functional areas, twenty include evaluation
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‘must be attested to by clients and/or supervisors to ensure the accuracy of the submissions (CPT Apply, n.d.).

‘Human performance technology (HPT) has been described as the systematic and systemic identification and removal of barriers to individual and organizational
performance (Chevalier, 2004). The ten standards of performance technology are based on four principles and six steps that make up a systematic process for
performance improvement (Standards of Performance Technology, n.d.). These standards are summarized below:

1. Focus on results and help clients focus on results.
2. Look at situations systemically, taking into consideration the larger context including competing pressures, resource constraints, and anticipated change.
3.dd value in how you o the work and through the work itself.

4. Utilize partnerships or collaborate with clients and other experts as required.
5. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the assessment of the need or opportunity.
6. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the analysis of the work and workplace to identify the cause or factors that limit performance.
7. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the design of the solution or specification of the requirements of the solution.
8. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the development of all or some of the solution and its elements.
9. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the implementation of the solution.
10. Be systematic in all aspects of the process, including the evaluation of the process and the results.

Approximately 1,040 CPTs have been designated since the program began in April 2002, with all successful applicants demonstrating proficiency in evaluation
(Standard 10). Consequences for violations of the Standards for professional performance and the Code of Ethics include penalties that include letter of reprimand,
suspension of the credential, and denial of re-certification (CPT Policy & Procedures Manual, 2007).

Instructional Design. Founded in 1944, ASTD represents about seventy thousand members from more than one hundred countries and connects locally in almost
140 U.S. chapters and twenty-five global networks (ASTD: About Us, n. d.). ASTD is the world’s largest association dedicated to workplace learning and performance
professionals. In July 2006, ASTD began offering certification to instructional designers with the Certified Professional in Learning and Performance (CPLP)
credential.

The certification process involves a 150-question, multiple-choice test and submission of a work product in one of six areas: designing learning, delivering training,
improving human performance, measuring and evaluating, facilitating organizational change, and managing the learning function. Eighteen (12 percent) of the 150
questions are on measuring and evaluating (Candidate Bulletin, 2007). Applicants must also agree to adhere to a code of ethics for workplace learning and performance
professionals. According to Jennifer Naughton, ASTD Certification Institute’s director of credentialing, 543 training professionals have been certified (Naughton,
2008).

ASTD has procedures in place to remove the credential where there is evidence and a documentable case of falsifying information/misrepresentation, dishonesty, and

cheating. They have a variety of sanctions including decertification, denial of results, denial of certification, and possible legal action, determined on a case-by-case
basis.
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THE CHANGING ROLE OF EVALUATION

‘With a much greater management emphasis on achieving bottom-line results, the role of evaluation has become more important. Results-based M (measurement) and
E (evaluation) has become a global phenomenon as national and international stakeholders in the development process have sought increased accountability,
transparency, and results from governments and organizations” (Kusek & Rist, 2004).

Evaluation is done to measure the impact of the performance improvement initiative on desired business outcomes such as improved productivity and quality, reduced
time and cost, greater customer satisfaction, retention, and referrals, and more sales, profitability, and market share. Line managers and supervisors are responsible for
improving performance and need to be able to measure progress. The managers need good information with which to make decisions, and much of this knowledge
comes from evaluation of existing performance.

‘This is particularly apparent in management decisions about training departments. If results are not measured in terms of improving a desired business outcome, the
training department is seen as being a cost center, part of the overhead of doing business. When organizational value is not measured, the training department is more
likely to suffer budget and personnel cuts during a business downturn, since measurable impact on organizational performance cannot be demonstrated. Outsourcing is
a common way of attempting to reduce costs by designing and delivering training more efficiently, sometimes without concern for effectiveness.

‘The role of evaluation has also become more important for all who practice it as part of another role because they too need to demonstrate value to the organizations
they serve. The questions to be answered by evaluation include, “Was individual performance improved?” and “Did that change in individual and group performance
improve bottom-line results?”

But evaluation is underutilized, as can be seen in the research on training. Instructional designers follow a systematic approach that includes assessment, design,
development, implementation, and evaluation. Unfortunately, most evaluation done in the training industry has been limited to Level 1 (reaction] and Level 2
(learning), since these can be measured in the classroom. Far fewer attempts have been made to measure Level 3 (change in behavior) and Level 4 (impact on a desired
business outcome).

Annual studies done by the ASTD have revealed consistent results from surveys of benchmarked organizations with the last results published in their 2004 State of the
Industry Report for 213 organizations (ASTD, 2004). The percentages that follow reveal the number of benchmarked organizations that use each level of evaluation.

Level 1: Participant Reaction 74 percent
Level 2: Knowledge and Skills 31 percent
Level 3: Behavior Change 14 percent

Level 4: Business Outcome 8 percent

An earlier ASTD study published in their 1996 State of the Industry Report (ASTD, 1996) measured the percentage of courses that the benchmarked organizations
conducted on the various levels of evaluation. For the years 1004 to 1996, the benchmarked organizations indicated that between 92 and 95 percent of their courses
received Level 1 evaluations, 30 to 34 percent received Level 2 evaluations, 11 to 14 percent received Level 3 evaluations, and between 2 and 3 percent received Level 4
evaluations.
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Evaluation should now be considered a part of the intervention itself, as the act of measurement encourages individuals to improve their performance (Chevalier,
2004). The Hawthorne studies revealed that groups that believe they are being observed will outperform their unobserved counterparts. It follows that, measurement,
which is a form of observation, can therefore help to improve performance. It is also a way of demonstrating value.

Evaluation continues to develop as  field of study, with many professional associations contributing to the field with guidelines, standards, and competencies. “The
1990s saw the evaluation profession evolve even further. Increased emphasis on government program accountability and organization’s efforts to be lean, efficient,
global, and more competitive have led to more urgent calls for evaluation” (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001). The next step appears to be that of certification that would set
and enforce professional and ethical standards for full-time practitioners.

CONCLUSIONS

Although there are many who measure the impact of programs and other interventions on a full-time basis, evaluation is not yet a true profession. Rather than lacking
one set of standards to guide practitioners, there are too many sources and descriptions of evaluation standards.

Further, there is no certification of evaluators and therefore no consequences for violating standards for professional and ethical activity. “One reason to do that [certify
practitioners] is to ensure some quality control for people who purport to be professionals in a field that does not require state licensure” (Rothwell & Wang, 2008).

“Evaluators are perhaps better described as a ‘near-group’ than as a profession. The field is marked by diversity in disciplinary training, type of schooling, perspectives
on appropriate methods, and an absence of strong communication among its practitioners” (Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 1099). This is reinforced by the number of
professions that include evaluation as part of the body of knowledge for their certification processes.

‘While the importance of evaluation continues to grow as organizations become more results oriented, so does the need for greater professionalism among its
practitioners. Certification of distinct groups, such as program evaluators, may be the next step in moving evaluation from a field of study to a profession.

Similarly, the role of evaluation is evolving. While measuring impact is important, evaluation is best defined as gathering information with which to make decisions.
“Ultimately, the potential of evaluation is more likely to be realized if informing rather than influencing policies and programs is the criterion for success” (Henry,
2000).
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EXPANDING APPROACHES FOR EVALUATION

As evaluation expands into different contexts, the approaches to evaluation also expand. This section reviews some of the approaches that have been suggested by
various researchers, evaluators, and practitioners. The discussion separates these approaches into two major types: outcomes-based approaches and process or systems
approaches.

Outcomes-Based Approaches

Much of the work on evaluation within organizational settings began with Donald Kirkpatrick. He focused on whether programs are achieving their objectives or what
‘might be called an “outcomes-based” approach. He created a taxonomy, variously called the “four-step approach to evaluation,” “the four levels of evaluation,” or the
“four-level model.” We will begin with a presentation of Kirkpatrick’s four levels and will describe some other outcomes-based approaches, many of them representing a
variation of the Kirkpatrick approach.

Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Evaluation Model. Kirkpatrick (1059, b; 1060a, b; 1094) described the outcomes of training as reactions, learning, behavior, and
results. Training evaluations, then, should measure each of these outcomes. A Level 1 evaluation gathers reactions to the training, which are typically called “smile
sheets”; a Level 2 evaluation measures trainees’ learning, typically with some sort of test; a Level 3 evaluation measures the behavior of trainees (typically on the job or
through observation); and a Level 4 evaluation examines the business results for training. A more detailed discussion of Kirkpatrick's levels appears in Chapter Nine of
this volume of the handbook.

Although Kirkpatrick’s approach has been discussed widely, organizations have not tended to implement all four levels of evaluation. Typically, training evaluation
gather data only at the reaction and learning levels. For example, Taylor, Russ-Eft, and Chan (2005) undertook a meta-analysis of studies, both published and
unpublished, that evaluated the effectiveness of behavior-modeling training. Of these studies, fifty-two measured attitudes, fourteen measured declarative knowledge,
thirty-two measured procedural knowledge, sixty-six measured job behavior, and none measured business results. Certainly reaction and learning measures may be
easier and less expensive to obtain. But at the same time, improvements in the effectiveness, efficiency, and profitability of the organization provide the best business
case for a learning/training investment.

Training Effectiveness Evaluation (TEE) System. Similar to the Kirkpatrick approach, the training effectiveness evaluation system or TEE (Swanson & Sleezer,
1987) suggested evaluating programs at the satisfaction, learning, and performance levels. Specifically, they recommended developing tools to measure participants’
and supervisors’ satisfaction; trainees knowledge and skills; and financial performance. Scores from each of the tools are then assessed before and after an
intervention.
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Hamblin’s Five-Level Model. Hamblin (1974) proposed a five-level model. Similar to Kirkpatricks approach, evaluations should measure reactions, learning, job
behavior, and organizational impact (non-economic outcomes of training). In addition, there should be a Level 5 that examines “ultimate value variables” or “human
good” (economic outcomes).

Kaufman, Keller, Watkins Five-Level Model. Kaufman and Keller (1994) and Kaufman, Keller, and Watkins (1095) proposed a model that expanded on the ideas
of both Kirkpatrick and Hamblin. They suggested the four previously mentioned. In addition, they recognized the societal impact of training and other HRD
interventions. This model, then, includes societal outcomes as a fifth level, recognizing that organizations can affect suppliers, clients, and the larger society.

Swanson and Holton’s Results Model. Swanson and Holton (1999, p. 8) claimed that “assessment and evaluation are different. Assessment of results is a core
organizational process. Evaluation is optional.” This text described approaches to assessing results rather than “evaluating.” Organizational performance results can be
assessed (or evaluated) by examining systems outcomes and financial outcomes. Learning results can be assessed (or evaluated) by measuring knowledge and expertise
outcomes. Finally, reaction results can be assessed (or evaluated) through participant and stakeholder measures. It is important to note that they described some
specific approaches such as the critical outcome technique, auditing program practices and effectiveness, and certification of core expertise.

Return on Investment. Literature describing the evaluation of business results, financial results, and return on investment (ROI) has become increasingly popular.
Jack and Patti Phillips (2005) and Patti and Jack Phillips (2006) have written extensively about ROI and consider this to equate to Kirkpatrick’s Level 5 evaluation.
“Impact measures are converted to monetary values and compared with the fully loaded program costs” (Phillips & Phillips, 2006, p. 3). Evaluation at this level is
typically represented by the benefit-cost ratio (BCR) or by ROL The following provide the basic formula:

BCR = Program Benefits/Program Costs
ROI = [Program Benefits/Program Costs| x 100
Well-designed and well-documented ROI evaluation efforts are hard to find, as suggested by the Taylor, Russ-Eft, and Chan (2005) work. Although organizations and
executives claim to be interested in ROI, Russ-Eft and Preskill (2005) suggest that more often evaluation stakeholders have other key questions that are of greater
importance.
Process and Systems Approaches

Rather than simply focusing on the outcomes of a program, various other approaches focus on processes, either within programs or within the evaluation. Wang and
Spitzer (2005) suggested that some of these approaches tend to have a practice base but are also research and theory driven.
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Brinkerhoff’s Stage Model. Brinkerhoff (1988, 1989) suggested a cyclical approach, in which every phase of a program can be evaluated. The stages include (a) the
needs analysis, (b) the program design, (c) the training program’s operation or implementation, (d) later stages in terms of outcomes that are similar to the Kirkpatrick
approach. Nevertheless, this stage model provides a type of formative evaluation in that the evaluation findings can be used to aid in decision making and improvement
throughout the planning, design, and implementation of the program. This stage model is very similar to the training efficiency and effectiveness Model (TEEM)
developed by Lincoln and Dunet (1995).

Input, Process, Output Model. Bushnell (1090) described the “input, process, output model” as IBM's corporate education strategy for the year 2000. This model,
similar to Brinkerhoffs stage model, views the evaluation as a cyclical process. Furthermore, such a model appears related to the CIPP model (or context, input,
process, and product evaluation) suggested by Stufflebeam (1983, 2000). The input, process, output model begins by examining the input factors, such as trainee
qualifications, program design, instructor quality and qualifications, materials quality, facilities, and equipment. The process factors include such variables as the
planning, developing, and delivery of the training. Only after the input and process factors have been examined can the outputs and outcomes be evaluated. Outputs are
the short-term results, such as trainee reactions, knowledge and skill gains, and job performance improvement. Outcomes, or long-term results, include what might be
considered business results, such as profits, customer satisfaction, and productivity.

Systemic Model of Factors Predicting Employee Training Outcomes. Richey (1992) developed a model that focuses on factors affecting training outcomes,
particularly the trainee characteristics and perceptions of the organization. Thus, it posits that the trainee attitudes are affected by such background characteristics as
age, education, previous training, ability to learn, and motivation. The working conditions and the management approach also affect trainee attitudes. Although
instructional design and delivery may have some effect on training outcomes, these trainee attitudes have a direct effect on knowledge and behavior resulting from
training.

Brinkerhoff's Impact Map. Brinkerhoff and Gill (1994) suggested that too often the wrong people get sent to the training or that the right people attend, but that
other factors prevent use of the training. These factors include poor program design, inadequate instructors, the lack of supervisory or peer support, a fear of failure, or
a system that punishes the new behaviors. In such cases, the intervention can have little or no impact. The suggestion, then, is for the evaluator to create a “map”
showing the entire process from an input phase to the desired outcomes. This “impact map” can help to identify both the process and the factors that can affect the
outcomes. This impact map notion is similar to the idea of evaluability assessment introduced by Joseph Wholey (1975, 1976, 1970).

Brinkerhoff's Success Case Method. Recently, Brinkerhoff (2003, 2006) introduced “the success case method.” This method enables the evaluator to examine the
ways in which the training is or is not aligned with the business strategy. It begins by recognizing that “programs are almost never completely successful such that 100
percent of the participants use learning on the job in a way that drives business results. Similarly, almost no program is ever a 100 percent failure such that no trainee
ever uses anything for any worthwhile outcome” (Brinkerhoff, 2005, p. 92). The method focuses on examining the successful and the unsuccessful cases. These findings
document the individual and business effects and can identify the factors that support or hinder those effects. (A more detailed analysis of the success case method is
discussed in Chapter Five of this handbook.)

Holton’s HRD Evaluation Research and Measurement Model. Holton (1996) argued that the Kirkpatrick model is not a model or  theory but rather a
taxonomy. He then proposed that the three outcomes of training (learning, individual performance, and organizational results) are influenced by primary and
secondary factors. More recently, Holton (2005) has elaborated on the original model. While the outcomes remain as learning, individual performance, and
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organizational performance, the various factors influencing these involve ability, environment, motivation, and secondary influences on each of these outcomes.

Preskill and Russ-Eft Systems Model. Preskill and Russ-Eft (2003, 2005) and Russ-Eft and Preskill (2001, 2005) recommended that evaluations within
organizations use a systems model. Such a model recognizes not only the various factors affecting the individuals and the program or process but also the factors that
influence the evaluation itself. Figure 10.1 provides a depiction of this systems model.

‘This framework recognizes that a number of variables can affect design, conduct, and findings of an evaluation—all of which may influence how the findings may be
used or not used. At the heart of the evaluation is the evaluation process. This process includes focusing the evaluation, designing the evaluation and instrument and
collecting the data, analyzing the data, and communicating and reporting on the process and the findings. All of the evaluation depends on managing the process and
the resources. Russ-Eft and Preskill (2001) provide details on the various steps in the evaluation process.) The systems model recognizes that the evaluator’s choices in
the various steps within the evaluation process are influenced by the evaluator’s characteristics (for example, level and type of evaluation expertise, credibility with the
program staff), the stakeholders’ reasons for conducting the evaluation (that is, their intended use of the findings), and the political context for the program and the
evaluation.

‘The model moves beyond factors and variables directly involved with the evaluation and suggests that the organization’s infrastructure is also important (Preskill &
Russ-Eft, 2003; Preskill & Torres, 1099; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2005). Certainly, the organization’s mission, vision, and strategic goals can and should influence and
even direct the focus and resources of the evaluation; furthermore, the evaluation can and should provide needed information to help shape that mission, vision, and
strategy. Leadership can provide support for the evaluation or can undermine the entire effort; and the evaluation process can yield important insights to the
leadership. An organization’s culture can lead to active participation and interest in the evaluation, and the evaluation can also help to shape and influence that culture.
An effective communication system facilitates disseminating evaluation information and findings, contributing to increased use of those findings for decision making
and action (Torres, Preskill, & Piontek, 2005). The organization’s systems and structures, such as a rewards and recognition system that supports the evaluation, can
contribute to participation in the evaluation; furthermore, the evaluation may yield information to make needed changes to the systems and structures.
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Figure 19.1 A Systems Model of Evaluation.
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Finally, the systems approach recognizes the importance of the external environment for the organization and for the evaluation. Some of the elements of this
environment include the organization’s competition, increasing customer expectations, needs for diversity in the workforce, legal requirements, changes in technology,
and the demands of the global environment. These external elements can, in turn, influence stakeholder’s information needs, which can affect the focus and conduct of
the evaluation.

Conclusions

Avariety of approaches to evaluate HRD and other organizational interventions exist for use within many different organizational settings; these include small,
‘medium, and large companies; local, state, and national government agencies; and local, regional, national, and international non-governmental organizations. As
‘more and more of these organizations undertake evaluation efforts, the various approaches to evaluation continue to evolve.

EXPANDING USES OF EVALUATION

Evaluation involves the etermining of the merit, worth, or value of a program, process, or product (Scriven, 1991). Furthermore, such determinations are made in
order to inform decision making. Thus, organizations and the people within these organizations undertake evaluations on a daily basis. Decisions are made as to
whether to undertake certain projects, make specific purchases, and engage in various activities. As a result, more and more organizations and communities are using
formal evaluation processes to aid and inform decision making. Such decisions tend to revolve around prioritizing resources, improving quality, and increasing
organizational knowledge and learning.

Within any organization, decisions need to be made concerning what programs, services, and products are most critical (for example, Gibson, Martin, & Singer, 2004;
‘Hong & Jun, 2006). Since resources are not infinite, priorities must be set. Evaluation findings can be used to highlight the potential and actual benefits and effects of a
program, service, or product. Rather than simply relying on intuition or “gut feeling,” evaluation can help determine what directions should be taken, what is
worthwhile, what should be continued, and, perhaps, what should be discontinued. Such an evaluation use can be considered a summative evaluation (Scriven, 1991,
1996). Such summative evaluation can include activities that focus on monitoring and auditing (Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 1999) or on outcomes and impacts, as
described in the previous section.

Evaluation can help to improve the quality of programs and processes or what has been called formative evaluation (Scriven, 1991, 1996). As suggested in some of the
systems approaches above, an examination of the factors and the systems surrounding the HRD intervention, as well as a review of the intervention itself, can provide
needed information for program improvement. An examination of the program documents, implementation, and processes can lead to suggestions for improvement
that can come from participants in the program, as well as those outside of the program or even the organization. Certainly, formative evaluation can be considered part
of the development process.

Both summative and formative evaluations comprise what might be considered “instrumental use” of evaluation, or the direct application of the evaluation findings.
Patton (1997), however, suggests other uses of evaluation. Indeed, Russ-Eft, Atwood, and Egherman (2002) demonstrated process use, even while there was limited
instrumental use of evaluation findings, because of organizational changes. In this case, consultants within the organization were able to use the experience and





