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These days, staff support departments must show value to exist as
viable support functions or administrative processes.

Executive Interest. Providing monetary contribution and ROI is
receiving increased interest in the executive suite. Top managers who
watch budgets continue to grow without appropriate accountability
measures are frustrated, and they are responding to the situation by
turning to ROL. Top executives now demand ROI calculations and
monetary contributions from departments and functions where they
were not previously required.

These major forces are requiring organizations to shift their
measurement processes to include the financial impact and ROI. The
processes necessary to meet this challenge must be systematic, logical,
and credible. All are described next.

TYPES OF DATA

The richness of the ROI methodology is inherent in the types of data
monitored during the implementation of a particular project. These
data are categorized by levels. Figure 13.2 shows the levels of data and
describes their measurement focus.
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Level 0—Input

Level o represents the input to a project and details the numbers of
people and hours, the focus, and the cost of the project. These data
represent the activity around a project versus the contribution of the
project. Level o data represent the scope of the effort, the degree of
commitment, and the support for a particular program. For some, this
equates to value. However, commitment as defined by expenditures is
not evidence that the organization is reaping value.

Level 1—Reaction and Perceived Value

Reaction and Perceived Value (Level 1) marks the beginning of the
project’s value stream. Reaction data capture the degree to which the
participants involved in the project, including the stakeholders, react
favorably or unfavorably. The key is to capture the measures that
reflect the content of the project, focusing on issues such as
usefulness, relevance, importance, and appropriateness. Data at this
level provide the first sign that project success may be achievable.
These data also present project leaders with information they need to
make adjustments to project implementation to help ensure positive
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results.

Level 2—Learning and Confidence

The next level is Learning and Confidence (Level 2). For every process,
program, or project there is a learning component. For some—such as
projects for new technology, new systems, new competencies, and new
processes—this component is substantial. For others, such as a new
policy or new procedure, learning may be a small part of the process
but is still necessary to ensure successful execution. In either case,
measurement of learning is essential to success. Measures at this level
focus on skills, knowledge, capacity, competencies, confidence, and
networking contacts.
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©2009 ROI Institute, Inc.
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Level 3—Application and Implementation

Application and Implementation (Level 3) measures the extent to
which the project or program is properly applied and implemented.
Effective implementation is a must if bottom-line value is the goal.
This is one of the most important data categories, and most
implementation breakdowns occur at this level. Research has
consistently shown that in almost half of all projects, participants and
users are not doing what they should to make it successful. At this
level, data collection involves measures, such as the extent of use of
information, task completion, frequency of use of skills, success with
use, and actions completed.

Data collection also requires the examination of barriers and enablers
to successful application. This level provides a picture of how well the
system supports the successful transfer of knowledge, skills, and
attitude changes.

Level 4—Impact and Consequences

This level is important for understanding the business consequences
of the project. Here, data are collected that attract the attention of the
sponsor and other executives. This level shows the output,
productivity, revenue, quality, time, cost, efficiencies, and level of
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customer satisfaction connected with the project. For some, this level
reflects the ultimate reason the project exists: to show the impact
within the organization on various groups and systems. Without this
level of data, they assert, there is no success. Once this level of
measurement is achieved, it is necessary to isolate the effects of the
program on the specific measures. The link between the project and
business measures is not evident.

Level 5—ROI

The ROI is calculated next. This shows the monetary benefits of the
impact measures compared with the cost of the project. This value is
typically stated in terms of either a benefit/cost ratio, the ROI as a
percentage, or the payback period. This level of measurement requires
two important steps: first, the impact data (Level 4) must be converted
to monetary values; second, the cost of the project must be captured.

Accommodating Intangibles

Along with the five levels of results and the initial level of activity
(Level 0), there is a sixth type of data—not a sixth level—developed
through this methodology. This sixth type of data is the intangible
benefits—those benefits that are purposefully not converted to money
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but nonetheless constitute important measures of success.

THE INITIAL ANALYSIS

Our research suggests that the number one reason for projects failing
is lack of alignment with the business. The first opportunity to obtain
business alignment is in the initial analysis. Several steps are taken to
make sure that the project or program is absolutely necessary.

Payoff Needs

The first step in this analysis examines the potential payoff of solving a
problem or taking advantage of an opportunity. Is this a problem
worth solving, or is the project worthy of implementation? For some
situations, the answer is obvious: yes, the project is worthy because of
its critical nature, its relevance to the issue at hand, or its effectiveness
in tackling a major problem affecting the organization. A serious
customer service problem, for example, is one worth pursuing.

Business Needs

The next step is to ensure that the project is connected to one or more
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business measures. The measures that must improve, as a reflection of
the overall success of the project, are defined. Sometimes the measure
is obvious; at other times it is not.

Job Performance Needs

Next, the job performance needs are examined with the question,
“What must change on the job to influence the business measures
previously defined?” This step identifies the cause of or opportunity to
resolve the business need. This step may involve a series of analytical
tools to determine the cause of the problem and ensure that the
project is connected with business improvement. This appears to be
quite complex, but it is a simple approach. A series of questions helps:
What is keeping the business measure from being where it needs to
be? If it is a problem, what is its cause? If it is an opportunity, what is
hindering it from moving in the right direction? This step is critical
because it provides the link to the project solution.

Learning Needs

After job performance needs have been determined, the learning
needs are examined by asking: “What specific skills, knowledge, or
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perceptions must change or improve so that job performance can
change?” Every solution involves a learning component, and this step
defines what the participants or users must know to make the project
successful. The needed knowledge may be as simple as understanding
a policy or as complicated as learning new competencies.

Preference Needs

The final step is identifying the structure of the solution. How best can
the information be presented to ensure that necessary knowledge will
be acquired and job performance will change to solve the business
problem? This level of analysis involves issues surrounding the scope,
timing, structure, method, and budget for project implementation and
delivery. Collectively, these steps define the issues that lead to
initiation of a project. When these preliminary steps are completed,
the project can be positioned to achieve its intended results.

Developing Objectives

Positioning a program or project requires the development of clear,
specific objectives that are communicated to all stakeholders.
Objectives should be developed for each level of need and should
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define success, answering the question “How will we know the need
has been met?” If the criteria of success are not communicated early
and often, process participants will go through the motions, with little
change resulting. Developing detailed objectives with clear measures
of success will position the project to achieve its ultimate objective.

Forecasting Value

Before a project is launched, forecasting the outcomes may be
important to ensure that adjustments can be made or alternative
solutions can be investigated. This forecast can be simple, relying on
the individuals closest to the situation, or it can be a more detailed
analysis of the situation and expected outcome. Recently, forecasting
has become a critical tool for project sponsors who need evidence that
the project will be successful before they are willing to plunge into a
funding stream for it.

USING THE ROI PROCESS MODEL

The next challenge for many project leaders is to collect a variety of
data along a chain of impact that shows the project’s value. Figure 13.3
displays a detailed view of the sequential steps that lead to data




image18.png
displays a 1 detailed view of the sequential steps that lead to data
categorized by the five levels of results. This figure shows the ROI
methodology, a step-by-step process beginning with the objectives and
concluding with reporting of data. The model assumes that proper
analysis is conducted to define need before the steps are taken.

Evaluation Planning

An important first step in planning is to establish or refine the
objectives. Ideally, objectives are developed from the initial analysis,
described earlier.
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Figure 13.3 ROI Process Model.
©2009 ROI Institute, Inc.

On occasion, the evaluation may stop with Level 3 objectives,
excluding the impact objectives that are needed to direct higher levels
of evaluation. If application and impact objectives are not available,
they must be developed using input from job incumbents, analysts,
project developers, subject-matter experts, facilitators, and on-the-job
team leaders.

Three simple planning documents are developed next: the data
collection plan, the ROI analysis plan, and the project plan. These
documents should be completed during evaluation planning and
before the evaluation project is implemented—ideally, before the
program is designed or developed. Figure 13.4 shows a completed data
collection plan for a project undertaken to reduce bus drivers’
absenteeism in a major city. This document provides a place for the
major elements and issues regarding data collection, described in the
next section.

This planning document also captures information on key items that
are necessary to develop the actual ROI calculation—all described in
the data analysis section. The final plan developed for the evaluation
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planning phase is a project plan. A project plan consists of a
description of the project and brief details, such as duration, target
audience, and number of participants. It also shows the timeline of the
project, from the planning of the study through the final
communication of the results. This plan becomes an operational tool
to keep the project on track.

Most of the decisions regarding the process are made as these
planning tools are developed. The remainder of the project becomes a
methodical, systematic process of implementing the plan.

Collecting Data

Data collection is central to the ROI methodology. Both hard data
(representing output, quality, cost, and time) and soft data (including
job satisfaction and customer satisfaction) are collected. Data are
collected using a variety of methods, listed in Figure 13.5. These are
commonly used methods. This figure also shows the methods which
are appropriate for the different levels of data.

The important challenge in data collection is to use a method or
methods appropriate for the setting and the specific program, within
the time and budget constraints of the organization. Figure 13.4 shows
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the methods, timing, and sources for data collection in the
absenteeism reduction project. Additional details on data collection

can be found in other references (Phillips & Stawarski, (2008).

Evaluation Purpose:

To measure the effectiveness of the no-fault policy and selection process in reducing absenteeism

Program: ~_Absenteeism Reduction Responsibility:  Jack Phillips Date:  January 15
Data
Collection
Broad Progmm Method/
Level Objective(s) Measures Instruments | Data Sources Timing Responsibilities
Level One: After the project is
Reaction/ implemented:
Planned
Action
1. MTA will experience litte | 5-point scale Feedback Employees | At the end of the | Supervisors
o no adverse reaction from questionnaire employee
current employees. meetings
2. Employees will see the pro- | 5-point scale Feedback Employees | At the end of the | Supervisors
ject as appropriate, given questionnaire employee
the excess absenteeism meetings
3. The empioyment staff will [ 5-point scale Feedback Employment | Just after launch | Evaluator
see the new selection siep questionnaire | staff
as necessary.
4. supervisors will see the | 5-point scale Feedback Supervisors | Just after launch | Evaluator
project as appropriate. questionnaire
Level Two: During project
Leaming implementation:
5. Employees must be able to | Simple true/false | Test Employees | Attheend of | Supervisors

explain how the no-fault
policy works.

Score of 3

employee
meeting
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Level Two: During project
Leaming implementation:
5. Employees must be able to [ simple true/false Employees | Attheend of | Supervisors
explain how the no-fault | tests. Score of 3 employee
policy works. outof 5 is meeting
acceptable.s
6. Employees must be able o | Simple true/false | Test Employees | Attheend of | Supervisors
describe their role in the no- | tests. Score of 3 employee
fault policy. out of 5 is meeting
acceptable.s
7. Employment staff will de- [ Simple skills Observation | Employment | Just after launch | Evaluator
monstrate the successful | practice manager
use of the selection instru
ment
8. Supervisors will demon- | simple skills Observation | Training Project launch | Training
strate skills for conducting | practice coordinator | meeting with | coordinator
the employee meetings. supervisors
Level Three: | Within thity days of project
Application/ | launch:
Implementation
9. The new selection instru- | Yes/no Simple Company [ 30 daysaiter | Evaluator
ment will be used for each feedback and | records and | program launch
selection decision, resulting check of selection staff
in a systematic and consis- selection
tent process. records
10. In meetings with employ- | Yes/no Questionnaire |  Supervisors | Thirty days afier | Evaluator

ees, supervisors will com-
municate the no-fault
policy, including how  the
policy will be applied and
the rationale for &,

and check of
selection
records

program
implementation
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11. The no-ault policy wil be | Yes/no Questionnaire | Supervisors | Thirty days after | Evaluator
consistently enforced program
throughout all operating implementation
units
Ater one year of
Business implementation:
Impact
12. The driver absentecism rate | Number of Monitor Company | Monitor monthly | Evaluator
will be reduced by at least 2 | employees absent | absenteeism | - records and analyze one
percentage points (unplanned) records year pre- and one
divided by year post
number of implementation
employees in unit
13. The present level of job | S-point scale Questionnaire | Supervisors | Evaluator Evaluator
satistaction will be main-
tained.
14. Schedule delays caused by | Percentage of Montor Dispatch Evaluator Evaluator
absenteeism wil be reduced | delays due to records, bus | records
by 50 percent absenteeism schedule
delays
15. Customer satisfaction in- [ 10-point scale survey Customers | Quarterly survey | Marketing:
creases with fewer delays customer
support
Level Five: ROI | After one year of
implementation:
‘The return on investment for the | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

project will be at least 25 per-
cent
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Figure 13.4 Data Collection Plan.

“Three questions address how the policy works (employee must answer
two correctly); two address employees’ role (employee must answer one
correctly). 2009 ROI Institute, Inc.
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Figure 13.5 Data Collection Methods.
©2009 ROI Institute, Inc.

Data Analysis

Data analysis involves all steps from data collection to reporting. Five
distinct steps are always addressed: isolating the effects of the project,
converting data to monetary values, tabulating project costs,
calculating ROI, and identifying intangible benefits. Each is briefly
discussed next.

Isolating the Effects of the Project. An often overlooked issue in
evaluation is the process of isolating the effects of the project. In this
step, specific strategies are explored that determine the amount of
output performance directly related to the project. This step is
essential because many factors will influence performance data. The
specific strategies of this step pinpoint the amount of improvement
directly related to the project, resulting in increased accuracy and
credibility of ROI calculations. The following techniques have been
used by organizations to tackle this important issue:

« Control groups

« Trend line analysis
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« Forecasting models

« Participant estimates

« Managers’ estimates

« Senior management estimates
« Experts’ input

« Customer input

Collectively, these techniques provide a comprehensive set of tools to
handle the important and critical issue of isolating the effects of
projects. Additional information on methods of isolation are available
in other references (Phillips & Aaron, 2008).

Converting Data to Monetary Values. To calculate the return on
investment, Level 4 impact data are converted to monetary values and
compared with project costs. This requires that a value be placed on
each unit of data connected with the project. Many techniques are
available to convert data to monetary values. The specific technique
selected depends on the type of data and the situation. The techniques
include:
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Use of output data, as standard values
Cost of quality, usually as a standard value

Time savings converted to participants’ wage and employee
benefits

An analysis of historical costs

Use of internal and external experts
Search of external databases

Use of participant estimates

Use of manager estimates

Soft measures mathematically linked to other measures

This step in the ROI model is important and absolutely necessary in
determining the monetary benefits of a project. The process is
challenging, particularly with soft data, but can be methodically
accomplished using one or more of these strategies. Additional
information on data conversion techniques are available in other
works (Phillips & Burkett, 2008).
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Tabulating Project Costs. An important part of the ROI equation i
the calculation of project costs. Tabulating the costs involves
monitoring or developing all the related costs of the project targeted
for the ROI calculation. Among the cost components to be included
are

« Initial analysis costs

» Cost to design and develop the project
« Cost of all project materials

« Costs for the project team

» Cost of the facilities for the project

» Travel, lodging, and meal costs for the participants and team
members

« Participants’ salaries (including employee benefits)

o Administrative and overhead costs, allocated in some convenient
way
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« Evaluation costs

The conservative approach is to include all these costs so that the total
is fully loaded.

Calculating the Return on Investment. The return on investment
is calculated using the program benefits and costs. The benefits/costs
ratio (BCR) is calculated as the project benefits divided by the project
costs. In formula the BCR is;

BCR — Proie‘cl benefits

Project costs
The return on investment is based on the net benefits divided by
project costs. The net benefits are calculated as the project benefits
minus the project costs. In formula form, the ROI is

_ Net project benefits x 100

ROI(%) =
Project costs

This is the same basic formula used in evaluating other investments,
in which the ROI is traditionally reported as earnings divided by
investment. Additional information on costs and ROI are contained in
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other works (Phillips & Zuniga, 2008).

Identifying Intangible Benefits

In addition to tangible, monetary benefits, intangible benefits (those
not converted to money) are identified for most projects. Intangible
benefits include items such as:

» Increased employee engagement

« Increased organizational commitment
« Improved teamwork

« Improved customer service

« Fewer complaints

¢ Reduced conflict

During data analysis, every attempt is made to convert all data to
monetary values. All hard data—such as output, quality, and time—are
converted to monetary values. The conversion of soft data is attempted
for each data item. However, if the process used for conversion is too
subjective or inaccurate and the resulting values lose credibility in the
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process, then the data are listed as an intangible benefit with the
appropriate explanation. For some projects, intangible, nonmonetary
benefits are extremely valuable and often carry as much influence as
the hard data items.

Reporting

The final step in the ROI process model is reporting—a critical step
that is often deficient in the degree of attention and planning required
to ensure its success. The reporting step involves developing
appropriate information in impact studies and other brief reports.
Careful planning to match the communication method with the
audience is essential to ensure that the message is understood and
that appropriate actions follow.

IMPLEMENTING AND SUSTAINING THE PROCESS
Operating Standards and Philosophy

To ensure consistency and replication of the ROI process model,
operating standards must be developed and applied. The results of the
study must stand alone and must not vary with the individual

3 . .
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conducting the study. The operating standards detail how each step
and issue of the process will be handled. The twelve guiding principles
listed below form the basis for the operating standards:

1. When conducting a higher-level evaluation, collect data at lower
levels.

2. When planning a higher-level evaluation, the previous level of
evaluation is not required to be comprehensive.

3. When collecting and analyzing data, use only the most credible
sources.

4. When analyzing data, select the most conservative alternative for
calculations.

5. Use at least one method to isolate the effects of a project.

6. If no improvement data are available for a population or from a
specific source, assume that little or no improvement has occurred.

7. Adjust estimates of improvement for potential errors of estimation.

8. Avoid use of extreme data items and unsupported claims when
calculating ROI.
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9. Use only the first year of annual benefits in ROI analysis of short-
term solutions.

10. Fully load all costs of a solution, project, or program when
analyzing ROL

11. Intangible measures are defined as measures that are purposely
not converted to monetary values.

12. Communicate the results of ROI methodology to all key
stakeholders.

These guiding principles serve not only to consistently address each
step, but also to provide a much-needed conservative approach to the
analysis. A conservative approach may lower the actual ROI
calculation, but it will also build credibility with the target audience.

Process Sustainability

A variety of environmental issues and events will influence the
successful implementation of the ROI methodology. These issues must
be addressed early to ensure its success. Specific topics or actions
include:

« A policy statement concerning results-based projects;
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» Procedures and guidelines for different elements and techniques of
the evaluation process;

« Formal meetings to develop staff skills with the ROI process;

» Strategies to improve management commitment to and support for
the ROI process;

» Mechanisms to provide technical support for questionnaire design,
data analysis, and evaluation strategy;

« Specific techniques to place more attention on results; and
» Period review to determine if the process is adding value.

The ROI process can fail or succeed based on these implementation
issues. Additional information on implementation is offered in other
works (Phillips & Tush, 2008).

BENEFITS OF THIS APPROACH

The ROI methodology presented in this chapter has been used
consistently and routinely by thousands of organizations in the past
decade. Much has been learned about the success of this methodology
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and what 1t can bring to the organizations using it. Some o1 the
benefits of this approach are described below.

Aligning with Business

The ROI methodology ensures alignment with the business and is
enforced in three steps. First, prior to project initiation, the
methodology ensures that alignment is achieved up front, at the time
the project is validated as the appropriate solution. Second, by
requiring specific, clearly defined objectives at the impact level, the
project focuses on the ultimate outcomes. In essence, this drives the
business measure by its design, delivery, and implementation. Third,
in the follow-up data, when the business measures may have changed
or improved, a method is used to isolate the effects of the project on
that data. This proves the connection to that business measure (that is,
showing the amount of improvement directly connected to the project
and ensuring there is business alignment).

Validating the Value Proposition

In reality, most projects are undertaken to deliver value. As described
in this chapter, the definition of value may on occasion be unclear or
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may not be what a project’s various sponsors, organizers, and
stakeholders desire. However, there are often value shifts. Once the
values are finally determined, the value proposition is detailed. The
ROI methodology will forecast the value in advance, and if the value
has been delivered, it verifies the value proposition agreed to by the
appropriate parties.

Improving Processes

This is a process improvement tool by design and practice. It collects
data to evaluate how things are—or are not—working. When things are
not where they should be—as when projects are not proceeding as
effectively as expected—data are available to indicate what must be
changed to make the project more effective. When things are working
well, data are available to show what else could be done to make them
better. A continuous feedback cycle of results and action is critical to
process improvement and inherent in the ROI methodology.

Enhancing the Image

Many functions and entire professions are criticized for an inability to
deliver what is expected. For this, their public image suffers. The ROI
methodologv is one wav to help build the respect a function or
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN

The Business of Program Evaluation: ROI
Patti P. Phillips
Jack J. Phillips

The process for measuring return on investment (ROI) is a
comprehensive, systematic methodology that includes defining the
types of data, conducting an initial analysis, developing objectives,
forecasting value (including ROI), using the ROI process model, and
implementing and sustaining the process. This chapter presents a
business approach to evaluation using ROI. We begin with a
discussion of why a business approach to evaluation is needed. Then
we explain why and how the ROI process can help business achieve
the level of accountability demanded in today’s economic climate for
both public and private settings.

WHY A BUSINESS APPROACH?

“Show me the money.” There is nothing new about the statement,
especially in business. Organizations of all types want value for their
investments. and the ultimate value is the financial return on that
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profession needs.

The ROI methodology can make a difference in any function, not just
those under fire. Many human resources (HR) executives have used
ROI to show the value of their projects and programs, perhaps
changing the perception of a project from one based on activity to one
that credibly adds value. This methodology shows a connection to the
bottom line and shows the value delivered to stakeholders. It removes
issues about value and a supposed lack of contribution to the
organization. Consequently, this methodology is an important part of
the process of changing the image within the function of the
organization and building needed respect.

Improving Support

Securing support for projects is critical, particularly at the middle-
manager level. Many projects enjoy the support of top-level managers
who allocated the resources to make the projects viable.
Unfortunately, some middle-level managers may not support certain
projects because they do not see the value the projects deliver in terms
the managers appreciate and understand. Having a methodology that
shows how a project or program is connected to the manager’s
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business goals and objectives can change this support level. When
middle managers understand that a project is helping them meet
specific performance indicators or departmental goals, they will
usually support the process—or at least resist it less. In this way, the
ROI methodology may actually improve manager support.

Justifying or Enhancing Budgets

Some organizations have used the ROI methodology to support
proposed budgets. Since the methodology shows the monetary value
expected or achieved with specific projects, the data can often be
leveraged into budget requests. When a particular function is
budgeted, the amount budgeted is often in direct proportion to the
value that the function adds. If little or no credible data support the
contribution, the budgets are often trimmed—or at least not enhanced.
Bringing accountability to this level is one of the best ways to secure
future funding.

Building a Partnership with Key Executives

Almost every function attempts to partner with operating executives
and key managers in the organization. Unfortunately, some managers
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may not want to be partners. They may not want to waste time and
effort on a relationship that does not help them succeed. They want to
partner only with groups and individuals who can add value and help
them in meaningful ways. Showing the project’s results will enhance
the likelihood of building these partnerships, with the results
providing the initial impetus for making the partnerships work.

Earning a Seat at the Table

Many functions are attempting to earn a seat at the table, however
that’s defined. Typically, “earning a seat at the table” means being at
the strategy- or decisionmaking table and in high-level discussions at
the top of the organization. Department and program leaders hope to
be involved in strategic decision making, particularly in areas that will
affect their functions and the projects and processes in their functions.
Showing the actual contribution and getting others to understand how
the function adds value can help earn the coveted seat at the table.
Most executives want to include those who are genuinely helping the
business and will seek input that is valuable and constructive. The use
of the ROI methodology may be the single most important action that
can earn one a seat at the table.
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FINAL THOUGHTS

The business approach to program evaluation helps organizations
improve, as well as show the impact of programs, processes, and
initiatives—that sometimes means ROI But the ROI in and of itself is
insufficient. Data important to all stakeholders provides a more
comprehensive and balanced approach to accountability. A business
approach to evaluation is not for every project. ROI evaluation is
needed for expensive, strategic, important, and high-profile projects.
Studies at this level are aimed at process, improvement-making
adjustments to improve the project, and that is refreshing. Much to
the surprise of many, the ROI methodology is user-friendly, CFO
friendly, and credible. Using ROI is a minimal risk tool with many
rewards.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN
Integrated Evaluation: Improving

Performance Improvement
Nancy B. Hastings

Evaluation models intended for use with training initiatives, such as
Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation and Phillips’ return on
investment (ROI) model, are not designed to meet the evaluation
needs of the performance improvement field. This fact is well
documented in the literature. Much has been written about the
misalignment between the second of Kirkpatrick’s levels, learning, and
non-training interventions (Alexander & Christoffersen, 2006;
Kaufman, Keller, & Watkins, 1995; Phillips, 1996). Some have
suggested that the easy solution to this is to continue to use the model,
skipping any levels that are misaligned with the subject of the
evaluation (Ford, 2004). This adaptation by elimination methodology
is dangerous. The model is based on a causal relationship between
each of the four levels; if they like it (Level 1) they are more likely to
learn (Level 2), and if they learn they are more likely to change their
behaviors (Level 3), and if they change their behaviors the training
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intervention is more likely to have a positive impact on the
organization (Level 4) (Ford, 2004). If Level 2 is eliminated to
accommodate non-training interventions for which learning is not a
factor, the causal relationship collapses and the model becomes
significantly less capable of identifying the cause-and-effect
relationships key to the evaluation. Similar limitations are evident in
all models designed specifically for training.

Evaluations of performance improvement efforts are further limited
by the terminology of the field. It is generally accepted that the term
“evaluation” refers to three separate activities: formative evaluation,
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summative evaluation, and confirmative evaluation. While they are
collectively referred to as evaluation, each is addressed as a separate
process with a unique purpose, occurring at a predetermined point
during design, development, and implementation. These terms grew
out of the research related to the evaluation of training. Formative
evaluation is considered a developmental process. Its purpose is to
evaluate the effectiveness of a training program prior to
implementation, affording the designer an opportunity to revise
materials and methods prior to implementation. This definition
relegates formative evaluation to the intervention selection and design
phases of performance improvement. The term summative evaluation
is used to refer to the post implementation evaluation of immediate
changes in behavior related to the training program. Summative
evaluation is the evaluation of the learning, or Level 2 of the
Kirkpatrick and Phillips’ ROI models (Kaufman, Keller, & Watkins,
1995; Phillips, 1996). Its purpose is to verify that short-term objectives
have been met. In performance improvement, summative evaluation
is aligned with the implementation process. The final of the three
types of evaluation, confirmative evaluation, focuses on long-term
changes in behavior and the impact of those behaviors on the
organization. In training, confirmative evaluation refers to Levels 3
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and 4 of the Kirkpatrick model or Levels 3, 4, and 5 of the Phillips’
ROI model (Kaufman, Keller, & Watkins, 1995; Phillips, 1996). Its
purpose is to make long-term decisions about the success of the
program and its future. In performance improvement confirmative
evaluation is aligned with the post-implementation change process
(Dessinger & Moseley, 2004).

Using the terms “formative,” “summative,” and “confirmative” in both
training and performance improvement is a highly effective way to
categorize the purpose of an evaluation effort. This methodology
provides the evaluator with guidance in selecting evaluation questions
and identifying appropriate measures, data collection sources, and
data collection methods. The limitation of the formative, summative,
confirmative terminology is that it does not acknowledge the fluid
nature of performance improvement and the importance of evaluating
all processes at all levels throughout the life of the intervention.
Improving performance improvement requires fully integrated,
ongoing formative, summative, and confirmative evaluation.

Beer and Bloomer (1986) explain that the categorization of evaluations
by type “does not contribute much to the planning of an evaluation”
(p. 336). They note that the terminology “does not allow for
differences between formative evaluations of a program that is in the
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pilot stage and formative evaluations of a program that has been
implemented but is still amenable to change” (p. 336). They suggest
that process (formative) and product (summative and confirmative)
evaluations should occur concurrently. They recommend a strategy
that categorizes evaluation into three levels, also based on timing, but
incorporating both formative and summative components throughout.
The recommended levels are “Level 1 for programs in the pilot stage,
Level 2 for implemented programs and Level 3 for follow-up on the
relevance and usefulness of implemented programs” (p. 337). The
limitation of the levels of evaluation strategy is that, like the
Kirkpatrick levels of evaluation and Phillips’ ROI evaluation model, it
is best suited for training initiatives, not performance improvement.

Van Tiem, Moseley, and Dessinger (2000; 2004) addressed the role of
integrated, ongoing evaluation in performance improvement by
modifying the representation of evaluation in the human performance
technology model. The modification included the addition of
directional arrows showing the input and output relationships
between evaluation and each of the performance improvement
processes. Dessinger & Moseley (2006) explain that evaluation
“should take place during all HPT processes: performance and cause
analvsis. intervention selection and desien. and imnlementation and
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change” (p. 312). This integrated approach is evident in the
Dessinger—Moseley Full-Scope Evaluation Model. The full-scope
model is based on the traditional formative, summative, and
confirmative evaluation structure. It also includes an additional type
of evaluation, meta evaluation, focusing on the “attributes of the
evaluation process itself, such as validity, reliability, and
accountability” (p. 319). Dessinger and Moseley (2006) state that full-
scope evaluation was developed to blend “formative, summative,
confirmative, and meta evaluation into a seamless, iterative flow for
making judgments about the continuing merit and worth of any
performance improvement intervention” (p. 317). The Dessinger-
Moseley full-scope evaluation model, unlike Kirkpatrick’s four levels
of evaluation, Phillips’ ROI model of evaluation and other popular
models, does not limit its focus to training interventions. The model is
aligned with the processes associated with performance improvement:
performance analysis, cause analysis, intervention selection and
design, implementation and change, and evaluation. The limitation of
the model is that it is based on the formative, summative, confirmative
structure and fails to communicate that each type of evaluation is
relevant throughout the performance improvement life cycle.
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investment. What’s new is the method that organizations use. While
ROI is the ultimate report of value, organization leaders recognize that
value lies in the eye of the beholder; therefore, the method used to
show the money must also show the value as perceived by all
stakeholders.

Measuring ROI represents the newest value statement. In the past,
program or project success was measured by activity: number of
people involved, money spent, hours involved, and so forth. Today the
value definition has shifted: value is defined by results versus activity.

The “Show Me” Generation

Figure 13.1 illustrates the requirements of the new “show me”
generation. “Show me” implies that stakeholders want to see actual
data (numbers and measures). This accounted for the initial attempt
to see value in programs. This evolved into “show me the money,” a
direct call for financial results. But this alone does not provide the
needed evidence to ensure that projects add value. Often, a connection
between projects and value is assumed, but that assumption soon
must give way to the need to show an actual connection. Hence, “show
me the real money” was an attempt at establishing credibility. This
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The integrated evaluation structure proposed in this chapter addresses
the misalignment between training-based evaluation models and
performance improvement as well as the over-reliance on the
timetable prescribed by the formative, summative, and confirmative
terminology.

INTEGRATED EVALUATION STRUCTURE

The integrated evaluation structure is very closely related to the full-
scope evaluation model (Dessinger & Moseley, 2006). Like the full-
scope evaluation model, the integrated evaluation structure
acknowledges the need to bring evaluation into the process earlier,
evaluating not only intervention design, implementation, and change,
but also the process steps of performance analysis, cause analysis,
intervention selection, and evaluation. Like the full-scope evaluation
model, the integrated evaluation structure acknowledges the need to
evaluate processes, products, and impact. The only significant
difference between full-scope evaluation and the integrated evaluation
structure is the acknowledgement that all three types of evaluations,
process (formative), product (summative), and impact (confirmative)
should be integrated throughout the performance improvement life
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cycle and not completed separately at predetermined times.

Integrated evaluation requires individual consideration of each of the
five primary steps in the human performance technology (HPT)
model: performance analysis, cause analysis, intervention selection
and design, implementation and change, and evaluation (Van Tiem,
Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). The traditional evaluation
structure suggests that the first three steps in the model, performance
analysis, cause analysis, and intervention selection and design, are
aligned with formative evaluation. Evaluations at this point in the
performance improvement initiative would focus on the processes
related to the collection and interpretation of the analysis data, the
intervention selection decision-making process, and the actual design
of the intervention. This narrow focus on formative evaluation ignores
the fact that each of these tasks involves processes that lead to
products that may have a positive or negative impact on the overall
success of the performance improvement initiative. The traditional
evaluation structure also suggests that the fourth and fifth steps in the
model, implementation and change, and evaluation, are aligned with
product-based summative evaluation and impact-based confirmative
evaluation but not the process-based formative evaluation. This is
agaln avery hmlted view of these important act1V1t1es
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Implementatlon and change and evaluation, like performance
analysis, cause analysis, and intervention selectlon and design, involve
processes and products that may have a positive or negative impact on
the overall success of the performance improvement intervention. To
fully understand the effects of our efforts at all stages in the
performance improvement process, we must plan evaluations, identify
standards and measurements, and collect, analyze, and report process,
product, and impact data at each of the five phases represented in the
HPT model. This integrated evaluation structure when based on sound
principles of evaluation and measurement will lead to improved
performance improvement.

PLANNING AN INTEGRATED EVALUATION

All evaluations, whether formative, summative, or confirmative, or
training or performance improvement focused, require careful
planning. Planning allows the evaluator an opportunity to determine
what questions need to be answered, what measures are best suited
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for answering them, what standards the measures should be compared
to, how and when to collect data, and who should receive the final
report of the evaluation activities.

Evaluation is always undertaken for the purpose of answering one or
more questions: Was enough data collected to make an informed
decision about the current and ideal performance situation? Is the
selected intervention the most efficient for the identified problem?
Was the intervention design appropriate for the needs of the
organization? Was the implementation schedule timed correctly? Was
the intervention institutionalized? Did the intervention effectively
close the gap between pre-intervention performance and desired
performance? The specific questions depend on the intervention and
the organization. The answers, however, are always the same. What
went right? What went wrong? What can be done better the next time?
Identifying evaluation questions that will provide answers to these
three overarching questions provides stakeholders with the
information necessary to judge the merit or worth of a program
and/or to make decisions regarding program continuation,
modification, or abandonment. The answers to these questions also
provide performance improvement practitioners with the information
necessarv to improve verformance impbrovement.
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Identification of relevant evaluation questions is the first step in
planning an integrated evaluation. The next step is to determine how
those questions can be answered. Generally speaking, evaluation
questions are answered by collecting and analyzing data. More
specifically, objective answers to evaluation questions are arrived at by
identifying desired performance standards, stated in terms of units
and time, measuring actual performance against those standards, and
identifying discrepancies between the desired performance and actual
performance. Performance standards should be linked directly to the
objectives of the subject of the evaluation. If the objective is to
improve customer satisfaction ratings by 20 percent, then the
standard is whatever customer satisfaction rating correlates to a 20
percent increase. Binder (2001) warns against using the percentage as
the standard. He explains that percentages fail to acknowledge the
sample size, stating that “there is a huge difference between, for
example, 90 percent of ten and 9o percent of one thousand” (p. 23).
Binder also reminds us that, in addition to converting the 20 percent
increase in customer satisfaction ratings to a non-percentage-based
unit of measure, we must also include a time factor. The time
component of the standard is affected by the type of evaluation the
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question pertains to. A 20 percent Increase 1n satistaction measured
shortly after implementation of the intervention will show immediate
changes in behavior and provide answers for product or summative
evaluation questions. The data would need to be collected across a
longer period of time or at a single predetermined time in the future to
determine whether the 20 percent increase in satisfaction was
sustainable, a fact that would be required to answer impact or
confirmative evaluation questions.

Measurement provides the data that are compared to the standards.
Measurement is the heart and soul of the evaluation process. Without
measurement we have no data regarding the post-intervention
environment. Without data we cannot compare the post-intervention
environment to expectations. Without comparisons we cannot
accurately judge merit or worth or make decisions. Measurement
planning is therefore essential to the overall evaluation plan. Decisions
regarding what to measure are driven by the previously identified
standards. If we have determined that the standard or expectation is
an increase in overall customer satisfaction ratings from 3.5 to 4.2 (a
20 percent increase) on a 5-point scale, four weeks after the
intervention is fully implemented, then the data to be collected are
customer satisfaction ratings on the same 5-point scale used prior to
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the intervention, and the timing of the collection is four weeks after
implementation. This example illustrates the four key components of
measurement planning, what to collect (customer satisfaction ratings),
when to collect it (four weeks after implementation), from whom to
collect it (customers), and how (existing customer satisfaction survey).

The final step in planning an integrated evaluation is planning for the
data analysis and reporting processes. How data are analyzed is
dependent on the type of data. Ideally, the measurement of factors
associated with predetermined, objective-based standards will provide
significant quantitative data. These quantitative or numerical data can
be mathematically manipulated to provide correlations as well as
descriptive statistics. Qualitative data, based on attitudinal surveys or
interview questions or observations is more subjective and therefore
more difficult to analyze. The planning phase should include decisions
regarding the thematic, semantic differential, or taxonomic analysis of
these data. Data analysis planning should always be linked to three
factors: the type of data, how data are reported, and to whom they are
reported. Data must be presented to organizational stakeholders in
terms that are easily understood and relevant to them. This is the
strength of Phillips’ ROI model; it presents data in financial terms
(Phillips, 1996). This seems like an excellent approach, and for some
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measures it is. But for other measures, those Phillips refers to as
“intangible,” conversion to financial units is highly subjective, which
in turn weakens the evaluation.

Table 14.1 presents a simple matrix that can be used to plan an
evaluation based on the integrated evaluation structure. For each step
on the left, identify process, product, and impact-related evaluation
questions and enter those into the appropriate place on the matrix.
The completed matrix can then be used to develop standards and to
plan measurement, analysis, and reporting activities. The matrix also
clearly illustrates that process (formative), product (summative), and
impact (confirmative) evaluation efforts are relevant throughout the
performance improvement process. It is important to note that the
integrated evaluation plan must be developed and implemented in
steps because of the interdependent nature of the HPT processes. The
outputs of the performance analysis step are the inputs for the cause
analysis and the outputs of the cause analysis are the inputs for the
intervention selection and design. The outputs of intervention
selection and design are the inputs for implementation and change.
Only the evaluation step receives inputs and provides outputs
throughout the entire process.
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Table 14.1 Integrated Evaluation Matrix

Process Product Impact
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation
(Formative) (Summative) (Confirmative)

Performance
Analysis

Cause Analysis
Intervention

Selection and
Design

Implementation
and Change

Evaluation

IDENTIFYING PROCESSES, PRODUCTS, AND
IMPACT

This section looks at each step in the HPT model in more detail.
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examining the related activities to identity processes, products, and
impacts associated with the individual steps. The identification of
these components drives the development of the integrated
evaluation, aiding in the development of evaluation questions,
standards, measures and analysis, and reporting activities.

Performance Analysis

Performance analysis is the first step in the HPT Model (Van Tiem,
Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). Performance analysis
encompasses three activities: organizational analysis, environmental
analysis, and gap analysis. The goal is to analyze the organization and
the environment to determine the current state of workplace
performance and any discrepancies between actual performance and
desired or ideal performance. Organizational analysis involves
collecting data regarding the mission, vision, values, goals, and
strategies of the organization. The output of organizational analysis is
a picture of the desired level of performance. Environmental analysis
considers many factors, including the organizational environment, the
work environment, the work, the worker, and the world. Factors of
interest related to the organizational environment include how the
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phase, though critical, still left stakeholders with an unanswered
question: “Do the monetary benefits linked to the project outweigh the
costs?” This question is the mantra for the new “show me” generation:
“Show me the real money, and make me believe it.” But this new
generation of project sponsors also recognizes that value is more than
just a single number: value is what makes the entire organization
system tick—hence the need to report value based on people’s various
definitions.

Term Issue
Show Me! Collect Impact Data
Show Me the Money! and Convert Data to Money
Show Me the Real Money! and Isolate the Effects of the Project
Show Me thelﬂeal Money, and Compa%the Money

and Make Me Believe It! to the Cost of the Project
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stakeholders and competition influence performance (p. 33). Factors
of interest related to the work environment include hiring and
promotion practices, management support, and feedback, and the
availability of resources and tools required for optimal performance.
Factors related to the work include job design and performance
support, and factors related to the worker include knowledge, skill,
motivation, expectations, and abilities (p. 33). Factors related to the
world refer to societal impact. The output of environmental analysis is
a picture of actual performance and the factors that contribute to it.
The third component of performance analysis, gap analysis, is based
on the outputs of the previous components. The desired performance,
identified through organizational analysis, and the actual
performance, identified through environmental analysis, are
compared to identify any gaps that may exist between the two. Gaps or
discrepancies between actual and desired performance are
performance improvement opportunities. They are also the inputs for
the cause analysis step in the HPT Model.

The integrated evaluation structure categorizes the data collection and
analysis activities associated with performance analysis as processes,
aligned with formative evaluation. The output of each of the three
steps, desired performance, actual performance, and gaps in
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performance, are categorized as the products of the performance
analysis, aligned with summative evaluation. The impact of the
performance analysis activities is the long-term effects of the products
of the task group on the subsequent performance improvement steps.
Did the outputs provide the information necessary to complete the
cause analysis and select, design, and implement an appropriate
intervention? This impact is aligned with confirmative evaluation. See
Table 14.2.

Process or formative evaluation during performance analysis involves
evaluation of the data collection plan, the data collection process, and
the data analysis. Evaluation questions related to data collection focus
on from whom data were collected, how it were collected, and when.
Evaluation questions related to data analysis focus on how the data
were recorded, analyzed, and reported.

Table 14.2 Application to Performance Analysis

Process Product Impact
(Formative) (Summative) (Confirmative)

Performance Data collection Ideal Cause analysis
analysis planning performance
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Implementation of the integrated evaluation structure during
performance analysis, as with all other phases in the HPT process,
involves determining what questions should be asked, the appropriate
standards, the method, timing, and frequency of measurement against
standards, and the data reporting and analysis associated with the
evaluation activities. Relevant measures during this phase include the
timing and method of data collection, the diversity of the population
from whom the data was collected, and the recording and reporting
methodology.

Cause Analysis

Cause analysis is the second step in the HPT model (Van Tiem,
Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). Cause analysis is based on the
outputs of the performance analysis. Performance analysis clarifies
“what” the problem is. Cause analysis takes that information, digs
deeper, and provides the “why.” Thomas Gilbert’s Behavior
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Engineering Model (1978) categorized the causes of performance gaps
as being related to environmental factors (data, instruments, and
incentives) or individual factors (knowledge, capacity, and motives).
Binder (1998) used the Behavior Engineering Model as the foundation
for the Six Boxes Model. The boxes in Binder’s model, like those in
Gilbert’s, focus on identifying enablers or positive behavior influences
and obstructions or negative behavior influences to identify the cause
of gaps in performance. The six boxes represented in the model are
expectations and feedback, tools and resources, consequences and
incentives, skills and knowledge, selection and assignment (capacity),
and motives and preferences (attitude).

Cause analysis, like performance analysis, is primarily a data
collection and analysis process. Data are collected from all relevant
sources of information and analyzed to identify all factors contributing
to the identified gap in performance. The data are then further
analyzed to prioritize causes. The integrated evaluation structure
categorizes the data collection and analysis process associated with the
cause analysis as process, aligned with formative evaluation. The
output data, the prioritized list of causes of the identified performance
gap, are the product of the cause analysis and the input to the next
step in the HPT process, intervention selection, and design. See Table
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14.3.
Table 14.3 Application to Cause Analysis

Process Product Impact

(Formative) (Summative) (Confirmative)
Cause Data collection  Prioritized list of  Intervention
Analysis causes selection

Data analysis

Implementation of the integrated evaluation structure during cause
analysis, like performance analysis, involves determining what
questions should be asked, the appropriate standards, the method,
timing, and frequency of measurement against standards, and the data
reporting and analysis associated with the evaluation activities.
Relevant measures during this phase are very similar to those related
to performance analysis. They include the timing and method of data
collection, the diversity of the population from whom the data was
collected, and the recording and reporting methodology. Additional
measures of interest unique to the cause analysis are related to how
identified causes are prioritized and reported.
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Intervention Selection and Design

The third step in the HPT Model is intervention selection and design
(Van Tiem, Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). The inputs for this
step are the outputs, or products, from the cause analysis. During
intervention selection, the performance improvement specialist is
responsible for using the cause analysis data and his or her expertise
to determine “which interventions are most appropriate, timely, and
cost-effective” (p. 67). During intervention design, the performance
improvement specialist turns his focus to the creation of the selected
intervention. Depending on the performance issue and selected
intervention(s) this may involve creating job aids, designing
instruction, modifying the work environment, instituting new policies
and procedures, and so on. Design may involve benchmarking, where
interventions used by other organizations are modified and applied to
the current organization, repurposing of existing materials from
previous interventions within the organization, or designing a
situation-specific intervention from scratch. Intervention design is a
costly and time-consuming process. If design is based on inaccurate
input data from the performance analysis and cause analysis or poor
intervention selection, the time and money invested here may not
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provide the desired outcomes.

Intervention selection is primarily a process activity. It, like
performance analysis and cause analysis, is based on available data
and the expertise of the performance improvement specialist. The
performance improvement specialist may choose to begin by
determining with which intervention category the identified situation
is most closely aligned. Van Tiem, Moseley, and Dessinger (2000,
2004) provide the following list of intervention types:

1. Performance Support

2. Job Analysis/Work Design

3. Personal Development

4. Human Resources Development

5. Organizational Communication

6. Organizational Design and Development
7. Financial Systems

8. Other Interventions (p. 63)

Another common method of categorizing interventions is by level of
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impact on the organization. This methodology recognizes the
importance of selecting the least invasive of the potential interventions
to minimize unintended impacts on the organization.

After one or more suitable interventions are selected and authorized
by the organization, design begins. Intervention design is the point at
which traditional training-based evaluation models suggest evaluation
efforts should begin, with the formative evaluation of the design
process. Formative evaluation is indeed relevant at this point, but
again, it is not the only type of evaluation that should be associated
with intervention design.

Design, like analysis, is often a time-consuming and expensive activity.
If materials can be repurposed from previous internal or external
interventions, the timeline and expenses can be reduced, but often this
is not the case. Often the intervention involves a new and significantly
invasive program or project. Design activities may involve the
development of individual, team, or organizational learning events,
the development of work design changes such as those related to job
specifications, job rotations, job enlargement, work methods
continuous improvement, quality initiatives, ergonomics or safety
engineering, or the development of personal interventions such as
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coaching and mentoring initiatives and career development structures
(Van Tiem, Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). It may focus on
human resources initiatives like motivation, compensation, and
benefits or health and wellness, organizational initiatives such as
globalization, team building, and ethics or financial interventions such
as financial forecasting, mergers, acquisitions, and joint ventures.
Clearly, the list of potential interventions is limitless and, therefore, it
is very difficult to compartmentalize the intervention design process.
It may involve a small number of employees in a very limited way or it
may have a significant impact on the entire organization. Evaluation
efforts should be aligned with the scope of the intervention. More
limited, informal evaluations may be suitable for smaller interventions
with limited impact on the overall organization, but global
interventions warrant significant measurement-driven evaluation
efforts, focused on the process, product, and impact of the
intervention selection and design.

Based on the integrated evaluation structure, process evaluations
during intervention selection and design should focus on the
categorization and decisionmaking processes associated with
intervention selection and the content, audience, and delivery
decisions made in conjunction with the intervention design. Product
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evaluations during intervention selection and design should focus on
the selected intervention, which is the product of the intervention
selection component, and the designed intervention, which is the
product of the intervention design component. Impact evaluations
related to intervention selection and design should focus on time, cost,
and the intervention’s success at resolving the identified performance
issue. See Table 14.4.

Table 14.4 Application to Intervention Selection and Design

Process Product Impact
(Formative) (Summative) (Confirmative)
Intervention Intervention Selected Time
selection and categorization  intervention Cost
design Selection Designed Resolution of
decision-making intervention identified
process performance issue
Design activities
of identifying
audiences,

content, and
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Figure 13.1 The “Show Me” Evolution.
©2009 ROI Institute, Inc.

The New Definition of Value

The changing perspectives on value and the shifts that are occurring in
organizations have all led to a new definition of value. Value is not
defined as a single number. Rather, its definition is composed of a
variety of data points. Value must be balanced with quantitative and
qualitative data, as well as with financial and non-financial
perspectives. The data sometimes reflect tactical issues, such as
activity, as well as strategic issues, such as ROI. Value must be derived
using different time frames and not necessarily represent a single
point in time. It must reflect the value systems that are important to
stakeholders. The data composing value must be collected from
credible sources, using cost-effective methods; value must be action-
oriented, compelling individuals to make adjustments and changes.

The Changing Definition of Program Success

In the past decade, a variety of forces have driven additional focus on
measuring the impact of programs, including the financial
contribution and ROI. These forces have challenged old ways of
defining program success.
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Implementation of the integrated evaluation structure during the
intervention selection and design phase of the HPT process will likely
consist of both formal and informal evaluation activities, again
focused on identifying evaluation questions, standards, and the
method, timing, and frequency of measurements against those
standards. Specific measures will vary based on the selected
intervention and the complexity of the design process, but the relevant
measures will always be related to the decision-making process and
the quality of the design, including the input of subject-matter experts
and stakeholders.

Implementation and Change
The fourth step in the HPT Model is implementation and change.
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These processes are generally linked to confirmative evaluation,
represented in Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation as Levels 3 and 4,
in Phillips’ ROI Model as Levels 3, 4, and 5, and in the Dessinger-
Moseley Full-Scope Evaluation Model as confirmative evaluation
(Dessinger & Moseley, 2006; Kaufman, Keller, & Watkins, 1995;
Phillips, 1996). The integrated evaluation structure argues that this
focus is limited and that implementation and change, like
performance analysis, cause analysis, and intervention selection and
design, includes processes, products, and impacts and should,
therefore, be evaluated at multiple levels.

Moseley and Hastings (2005) identify implementation as “the process
of communicating, piloting, launching, monitoring and modifying
interventions” (p. 8). They add the “intended outcome is the
institutionalization of the planned intervention, resulting in long-term
change within the organization” (p. 8). Implementation and change do
not occur overnight. They require careful planning, purposeful
communication, specific action steps, and auditing and feedback over
a period of time as the intervention moves through the
implementation stages of plan, do, stabilize, and institutionalize.

The integrated evaluation structure indicates that processes associated
with implementation and change include introduction of the initiative,




image69.png
the development of a structured roll-out scheduled for larger
interventions, monitoring based on observations, feedback, and other
data collection methods, and the development of design or
implementation plan modifications. Each of these processes is aligned
with traditional formative evaluation, targeted at identifying
weaknesses in the process in order to strengthen the product. The
integrated evaluation structure notes that the products related to the
implementation and change task group include organizational
support, a structured roll-out of the intervention based on need,
analyzed data from the monitoring process, and revised interventions
based on the completion of identified design modifications. These
products are all aligned with traditional summative evaluation,
targeted at evaluating the effectiveness of the product. The impact of
the implementation and change phase focuses on the resolution of the
identified performance issue and the institutionalization of the
intervention. Like all impact or confirmative evaluations, this portion
of the evaluation must occur after a reasonable amount of time has
elapsed and should be focused on very well-defined evaluation
questions, standards, data collection methods, and timing targeted at
measuring performance against the identified standards and
thoughtful analysis and reporting. See Table 14.5.
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Table 14.5 Application to Implementation and Change

Process Product Impact
(Formative) (Summative) (Confirmative)

Implementation Introduction of Organizational Resolution of the

and Change the initiative support identified
Implementation Structured performance issue
roll-out rollout based  Institutionalization
schedule on need of the intervention
Monitoring Analyzed data
Design or Revisions
implementation
modifications

Application of the integrated evaluation structure during
implementation and change should be more formal than informal.
Process (formative) evaluations should involve stakeholders at all
levels and should be targeted at answering evaluation questions that
will lead to final modifications of the intervention, ensuring
institutionalization of the change. Product (summative) evaluations
should focus on the organizational acceptance of the intervention. At
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this point the evaluator should be concerned with behavior changes,
attitudes, and barriers that may impact outcomes. Again, specific
evaluation questions should be used and measurements collected from
a variety of stakeholders. The impact of the implementation and
change is also the final impact of the performance improvement
initiative. If formal and informal process, product, and impact
evaluation has taken place throughout the performance improvement
life cycle, the evaluation of the implementation and change should
indicate a successful resolution of the performance-related issue. It
should also provide valuable input data for future performance
improvement activities.

Evaluation

Evaluation is the fifth and final step in the HPT process. Evaluation is
unique in that it permeates the entire HPT process, receiving inputs
from and providing outputs to all of the other steps in the HPT Model
(Van Tiem, Moseley, & Dessinger, 2000, 2004). Evaluation is the
overarching process that ensures that each step is completed
effectively and that each step receives quality inputs from the previous
process. Evaluation, whether formative (process), summative
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(product), or confirmative (impact), involves many activities. These
activities, like those that take place at other times during the
performance improvement process, can be categorized as processes,
products, and impacts. The integrated evaluation structure identifies
the processes associated with evaluation as identifying evaluation
questions and standards, the method, timing, and frequency of
measurements against those standards, and data analysis plans. The
product of evaluation is the knowledge provided by the analysis and
interpretation of the data. The knowledge is dependent upon the
timing of the evaluation. It may be related to the accuracy of the
performance analysis, the prioritization of the causes of the gap in
performance, the quality of the intervention design, or the
effectiveness of the implementation effort. Likewise, because
evaluation permeates the entire HPT process, it impacts all processes
and products associated with the performance improvement effort, the
organization, the stakeholders, and the performance improvement
process. See Table 14.6.

Implementation of the integrated evaluation structure during the
evaluation phase of the HPT process consists of evaluation of the
evaluation strategies implemented throughout the performance
1mpr0vement process Specific measures will vary based on what is

.~ S T R
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being evaluated, but the relevant measures will always be related to
the decision making, data collection, and analysis processes.

Table 14.6 Application to Evaluation

Process
(Formative)

Evaluation Evaluation
questions
Standards and
measures
Timing and
method of
measurement
Data analysis

Product
(Summative)

Output data
related to:
Performance
analysis

Cause analysis
Intervention
selection and
design
Implementation
and change

Impact
(Confirmative)

Performance
analysis
Cause analysis
Intervention
selection and
design
Implementation
and change
Organization
Stakeholders
Performance
improvement
specialist
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CONCLUSION

It is important to acknowledge that evaluation of processes, products,
and impact for all five steps in the HPT process is not always practical
and that every evaluator must decide, based on budget, timing, and
other organizational constraints, what is and is not possible in any
given situation. The goal is to strive for fully integrated evaluation and
to be cognizant of the fact that each task associated with performance
improvement involves processes that lead to products that will impact
the organization, the environment, and the worker. It is, therefore,
essential that we not limit formative, summative, and confirmative
evaluation by associating each with a single place on the performance
improvement process chart or time in the performance improvement
life cycle. We must allow process (formative), product (summative),
and impact (confirmative) evaluation efforts to permeate the entire
performance improvement process.

The integrated evaluation structure does not challenge the current
evaluation methodology. It supports full-scope evaluation and the role
of measurement in the evaluation process. But it does challenge the
ideas that performance analysis and cause analysis are strictly
process-related activities, that intervention selection and design are
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strictly product-related activities, and that implementation and
change are strictly impact-related activities. The integrated evaluatior
structure challenges the performance improvement specialist to
identify and evaluate these three components throughout the
performance improvement process, understanding that improving
evaluation will improve performance improvement.
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Program Failures. Almost every organization encounters unsuccessful
programs or projects that go astray, costing far too much and failing to
deliver on promises. Project disasters occur in business organizations
as well as in government and non-profit organizations. The string of
failures has generated increased concerns about measuring project
and program success—before, during, and after implementation.

Program Costs. The costs of projects and programs continue to grow.
As costs rise, the budgets for projects become targets for others who
would like to have the funds for their own projects. What was once
considered a mere cost of doing business is now considered an
investment, and one to be wisely allocated.

Accountability Trend. A consistent and persistent trend in
accountability is evident in organizations across the globe: almost
every function, process, project, or initiative is judged based on higher
standards than in the past. Various functions in organizations are
attempting to show their worth by capturing and demonstrating the
value they add to the organization. They compete for funds; therefore,
they have to show value.
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Process Improvement Mandate. The increased use of ROI and the
need to show monetary value is due to organizational improvement
processes that have dominated many organizations, particularly in
North America, Europe, and Asia. These process improvement efforts,
such as lean six sigma, have elevated the need to show value in two
important ways. First, these processes themselves often create or
enhance a measurement culture within organizations. Second, the
quest to show the value of these change processes has created the need
for tools to show their actual monetary impact, up to and including
ROIL

Fact-Based Management. Recently there has been an important trend
to move to fact-based or evidence-based management. Although many
key decisions have been made using instinctive input and gut feelings,
more managers are now using sophisticated and detailed processes to
show value. Quality decisions must be based on more than gut feelings
or the blink of an eye. With a comprehensive set of measures,
including financial ROI, better organizational decisions regarding
people, products, projects, and processes are possible.

Outsourcing. Support functions are often regarded as overhead, a
burden on the organization, and an unnecessary expense. The
approach of many managers is to outsource, automate, or eliminate
the overhead. Great strides have been made in all three annroaches.




