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NEEDS ASSESSMENT AS EVALUATION

A word that has nearly the same meaning as assess is evaluate. Dictionary efinitions for the term evaluate that were found on wwiw.dictionary.com include:
1. To determine or set the value or amount of; appraise: to evaluate property.
2. Tojudge or determine the significance, worth, or quality of; assess: to evaluate the results of an experiment.
3. Mathematics: to ascertain the numerical value of (a function, relation, etc.). (swiw.Dictionary.com, 2007)

Implementing a needs assessment involves determining or setting the value of various needs. The gaps between the current situation and the desired situation (that is, the
needs) must be appraised because individuals and organizations have more needs than resources to address them. Moreover, the dissatisfaction with the current situation that
initiates a needs assessment contains insufficient information about what is causing the needs, what must be done to address the needs, or how to best implement the solutions.
‘The information that is gathered during the needs assessment and the options that are identified for moving to the desired condition must be judged by the decision-makers and
by the others who have a stake in the situation. These judgments determine the significance, worth, or quality of the needs.

Applying evaluation principles and standards assures that the needs assessment processes and results are undertaken in a professional manner. The Joint Committee on
Program Evaluation Standards developed thirty Program Evaluation Standards in 1981 and revised them in 1094. The standards focus on the following four areas of
evaluation:
« Utility standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will serve the information needs of the intended users.
+ Feasibility standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will be realistic, prudent, diplomatic, and frugal.
« Propriety standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of those involved in the evaluation, as
well as for those affected by its results.
« Accuracy standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will reveal and convey technically adequate information about the features that determine the worth or merit of
the program being evaluated.
Details on the thirty standards can be found at www/eval.org/Evaluation-Documents/progevaLhtml.
1n 1995, the American Evaluation Association developed Guiding Principles for Evaluators. These principles, which were ratified by the membership in 2004, offer direction in
the following areas:
1. Systematic inquiry (evaluators conduct systematic, data-based inquiries).
2. Competence (evaluators provide competent performance to stakeholders).
3. Integrity and honesty (evaluators display honesty and integrity in their own behavior and attempt to ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire evaluation process).
4. Respect for people (evaluators respect the security, dignity, and self-worth of respondents, program participants, clients, and other evaluation stakeholders).
5. Responsibilities for the general and public welfare (evaluators articulate and take into account the diversity of general and public interests and values that may be related to
the evaluation).
Additional details on these principles can be found at hitp://eval.org/Publications/GuidingPrinciples.asp.

‘The Evaluation Standards and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators communicate the values and behaviors found in professional evaluation. Therefore, they provide frames
that are useful when planning, implementing, or evaluating a needs assessment. For practice, review the following needs assessment and identify the unprofessional values and
behaviors.
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Needs Assessment Example

‘The goal of the needs assessment was to determine the training in a school district that would be required for updating teacher expertise. The client for the needs assessment
was the school superintendent, who phoned his friend, Robert, and asked him to analyze the teachers’ knowledge and skill needs in the school district. Although Robert had
years of experience in developing training programs for an international manufacturing firm and no prior needs assessment experience, he quickly agreed to take on the project,
saying that it would be fun to try something new. Robert submitted a proposal that offered few details about the needs assessment process, but did specify the payment amount
of $100 per hour for collecting and analyzing data and for reporting results. When his friend approved it, Robert began assessing needs.

To collect data, Robert used a simple process. He looked at the file of courses he had developed over the years and picked out his favorites. Then he surveyed the 283 teachers in
the school district to determine which of these topics they most wanted. The survey also contained a space that teachers could use to identify other training that they wanted (see
Performance Support Tool 6.1). The survey was distributed to the teachers on the first day of the school term with instructions to submit the completed survey by the end of the
week. When several teachers asked for additional time to complete the survey, Robert explained that he was an extremely busy professional trying to identify their training
needs and that as professionals they would submit the survey on time.

PERFORMANCE SUPPORT TOOL 6.1 PST TRAINING SURVEY.
[Note the lack of descriptors for the scale.]
Help identify training that will be offered next year by rating your preference for the following training courses. Note that the survey must be submitted next week.

4321
Continuous process improvement
Technical writing

Performance appraisal

Leading a team

Interpersonal skills

‘Suggest other training that you would like in the space below.

Fifty-five surveys were returned. However, while transporting the surveys from the car to his house, Robert dropped a few surveys, which the rain and wind blew into the mud.
Because the wet, muddy surveys were impossible to read, Robert ignored them. He included an estimate of the number of dropped surveys when reporting the total number of
returned surveys, but ignored the dropped surveys when estimating the ratings for each training course listed on the survey. Instead Robert analyzed the remaining surveys by
first examining all the ratings for each training course. For example, he counted the number of people who rated technical writing as a 2 and divided that total by 2, the number
of people who rated technical writing as a 3 and divided that total by 3, and so forth. The returned surveys contained many suggestions for other training courses, which Robert
analyzed by picking out a few favorite suggestions.

‘The final written report for the needs assessment, which was provided only to the superintendent, gave the ratings for the five courses on the survey and listed the suggestions
for other training. The report also included the participants’ guide from Robert’s interpersonal skills course because that course had received the highest rating on the survey. To
aid in decision making, Robert also included the cost for delivering his interpersonal skills course to all teachers in the school district. Robert padded the bill a little and then
submitted it.
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Review the Needs Assessment
‘How well does the sample needs assessment reflect evaluation values and behaviors? As an aid in reflection, consider the needs assessment’s utility, feasibility, propriety, and
accuracy. Also consider the Guiding Principles for Evaluators (systematic inquiry, competence, integrity and honesty, respect for people, and responsibilities for the general
and public welfare).
In truth, the example contains many violations of the evaluation standards and principles. Below are just some illustrations.
Utility

* Individuals who are affected by a needs assessment (the teachers, students, school counselors, and other school staff) should have been identified so that their needs could be

addressed. After all, the teachers’ lack of knowledge and skills could have profound effects on each of these groups.
* The analyst’s lack of experience and competence in needs assessment and his unethical behaviors will affect how the results are viewed and accepted.

Feasibility
+ Aneeds assessment should be practical and keep disruption to a minimum. Requiring the teachers to complete a survey during the stressful first week of a school term does
not keep disruption to a minimum.
« Aneeds assessment should be cost-effective, which is inconsistent with padding the budget.

Propriety
« The contract for the needs assessment should have specified in writing what was to be done, by whom, and when.
« The needs assessment findings, including the limitations to the findings, should have been made available to those affected by the needs assessment.

Accuracy
+ The dropped surveys, the number of non-respondents, and the unique way of analyzing the data resulted in data that were insufficient to appropriately determine the merit
or worth of needs.

Systematic Inquiry
+ Data were collected at one time using only one data collection method. Moreover, the survey was technically unsound. The survey does not include descriptors for the ratings
(that s, 1 most important; 2 important . . .) so it is impossible to accurately interpret the results.

Competence
« Robert failed to decline the project even though it clearly fell outside his area of experience and competence.
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Integrity/Honesty
« Robert failed to display integrity and honesty in his own behavior. He also failed to ensure the honesty and integrity of the needs assessment process and to honestly report
its limitations.
« Robert’s offer to provide training courses that he developed (for a fee) to address the needs that he identified created a conflict of interest.

Respect for People
« Robert’s response to the teachers who requested an extension did not indicate respect for their dignity and self-worth.

Responsibilities for General and Public Welfare
« The needs assessment process neglected to take into account the diverse public and general interests and values in the situation.

These illustrations are not the only areas of infringements of the Evaluation Standards and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators evident in the example, but they are sufficient
to show the importance of these evaluation resources. In real life, formal needs assessments seldom violate so many standards and principles; however, it is common for
analysts (especially those who lack training in evaluation, training, and performance improvement) to unknowingly violate some standards or guiding principles. Collaborating
with the stakeholders during the needs assessment process and thoroughly documenting the needs assessment process and the results provides the transparency that allows
various stakeholders to carefully examine the needs assessment path and to trust it as a safe guide for future actions.

Learning and performance improvement professionals should also use the Evaluation Standards and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators as a frame when participating in
informal needs assessments that are an unspoken and natural part of communication. Consider the following example: While on the way to lunch with a friend, he asks to pick
your brain about what training to provide a group of employees who report to him. Before responding with answers, it would be wise to determine what approach was used to
assess the needs and to frame the request using the Evaluation Standards and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators.

SUMMARY

Needs assessments are lighthouse beacons that evaluate the gaps between a current learning o performance condition and the desired condition. Using the Evaluation
Standards and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators to frame a needs assessment assures the trustworthiness of both the needs assessment process and the results. A needs
assessment that ignores these resources can easily run a learning or performance improvement initiative aground. Surely, our clients, stakeholders, and the profession deserve
better.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

The Impact Evaluation Process
Ingrid J. Guerra-Lépez

In our daily lives, people encounter decision points on an almost continuous basis: What actions should they take? Should they do something now or later? Should they do it
themselves or have someone else do it? In this point, life is no different in an organizational setting; people are continuously faced with decisions about what programs to
sustain, which to change, and which to abandon, to name but a few organizational dilemmas. How do organizational members go about making sound decisions? They make
decisions with the use of relevant, reliable, and valid data, gathered through a sound evaluation process that is aligned with desired, long-term outcomes.

BACKGROUND OF THE IMPACT EVALUATION PROCESS

‘The impact evaluation process (Guerra-Lépez, 2007) is the product of research, applied work, and teaching. One key underlying idea of this process is that everything is aligned
to some greater purpose (whether people are conscious of it or not, and whether they are aligning it well or not), and evaluation is no different. The evaluand—thing” being
evaluated—is always considered a means to an end, with the end manifesting itself in three levels of result:

1. Strategic. Long-term organizational impact or benefit your organization delivers to its clients and society (for example, improvements to clients’ quality of life).
2. Tactical. Shorter-term organizational results from which the organization benefits (for example, profits, revenues, and other measures).
3. Operational. The internal building-block deliverables that, when well aligned and coordinated, allow the organization to reach its tactical and strategic results.

While the contributions of an evaluand are more readily observed at the operational level, any evaluand must ultimately get us closer to long-term, strategic results, as well as to
the more immediately expected organizational level results. The evaluand would have to positively contribute toward specific results at each of these levels, as measured by
relevant performance indicators and other measures.

‘The performance indicators must be appropriate measures of desired performance, rather than typical or standard measures that, while perhaps related to the result to be
‘measured, do not say anything about the impact of the evaluand and the value of that impact. One classic example is using the number of participants as an indicator of the
success of a program. The fact that there were many or few participants says nothing about the quality of the participation, or the impact of participating in such a program on
human and organizational performance, or even the desirability of improving that particular performance in the first place. Measuring impact on the three levels mentioned
above ensures that all relevant perspectives are considered.

Seriven’s consumer-oriented evaluation approach is consistent with this view. Scriven (1991) argues that, rather than accepting a developers goals as given, the evaluation must
judge whether the achievement of the goals would contribute to the welfare of clients and consumers. Regardless of the products and outputs, Scriven argues that the evaluator
‘must also identity outcomes and determine their value as they relate to the consumer’s needs.

Needs should have, of course, been identified through a needs assessment process, which in turn gives us the inputs or raw material for a causal analysis. It is through a sound.
needs assessment and causal analysis that performance improvement professionals are able to identify the causes for those needs, and in turn, solution requirements, solution
alternatives, and finally a selected solution. This “solution” later becomes the evaluand during an evaluation process. If the front-end work was done, and it was done well, then
there should be a high probability that the evaluand will in fact add positive and measurable value to the organization and its customers through s various levels of results.

If the evaluand was the best alternative for closing the gap, then one evaluation hypothesis is that the evaluand should have helped eliminate or reduce such gaps in
results,/performance. The basic evaluation question would then be: “Did Solution X contribute to the reduction or elimination of Performance Gap Y?”
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Consistently, Scriven also calls for identifying and ranking the alternative programs or solutions that are available based on the relative costs and effects and in consideration of
the needs identified through a needs assessment based on societal value added (1991).

Additionally, the impact evaluation process is also influenced by decision-oriented theory, and Patton’s (1997) utilization-focused evaluation, an approach to evaluation
concerned with designing evaluations that inform decision making. From an impact evaluation perspective, every evaluation starts with a practical purpose: to help stakeholders
‘make sound decisions. Thus, the entire evaluation process must begin with the identification of what decisions have to be made and what data and subsequent information will
help us make them.

BUILDING A CASE FOR IMPACT

When evaluators set out to evaluate programs, initiatives, or any solution, the usual focus of the evaluation is the nature of the program and the results of the program in terms
of the predetermined expectations. For example, did the participants like the new training program? Did the participants master the new training program content? Are they
applying the content in their jobs? What is usually taken for granted or assumed is the desirability of mastering that particular content. Usually, the program is reported as
effective depending on the:

* Resources consumed (for example, within time and budget);
« Participation level (for example, attendance; completion);

+ Perceived satisfaction (for example, participant reactions or reactions of those using the intervention; reactions of others such as the recipient of any change caused);
« Usage (for example, self-reports about “if” and “how” they are using the intervention or actual usage statistics); and

« Other indicators that tell us little about the program contributions toward the organizational objectives.

‘This common evaluation focus centers around the means (for example, the new leadership development program) rather than the organizational ends organizational members
wish to accomplish (for example, increased sales, increased revenues, growing market share, enhanced quality of life of our customers). This is not all that different from the
way organizations are usually led. If our planning and implementation are focused on means, likewise our evaluation questions will probably stop at this level. If you look at the
bulleted items above, one could certainly claim to have relevant data about effectiveness in reaching the predetermined objectives: people liked the program, they mastered the
content, and it was done within the time and budget allotted.

However, if evaluation is going to be worth the trouble, evaluators and other stakeholders must look further. The approach proposed here requires that the evaluation also focus
on whether these indicators link to valued organizational ends, and in turn, the external needs of our clients and consumers. In an organizational context, all programs,
activities, and internal results are interrelated and inevitably impact organizational performance—whether positively or negatively. If not purposely linked, this very fact in itself
could be negatively impacting the organization, by virtue of this activity’s consumption of resources, with no known, or expected, return to our bottom lines (financial or social).
For this reason, the evaluation process must be linked to a rigorous needs assessment (rigorous does not imply lengthy and unfocused). Needs assessment is essentially the

process of identifying gaps in results and placing them in, priority order based on the costs to meet the needs versus the costs to ignore the needs (Kaufman, 2006). It is data
from this process that should inform what programs, activities, and other solutions will help us accomplish our organizational vision and mission.
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THE SEVEN STEPS OF IMPACT EVALUATION

‘The notion that “evaluation’s most important purpose is not to prove, but to improve” is an idea originally put forward by Egon Guba when serving on the Phi Delta Kappa
National Study Committee on Evaluation circa 1971 (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). This should be the foundation for all evaluation efforts to come. Each and every
component of the evaluation must be aligned with those objectives and expectations that the organization values and with the decisions that will have to be made as a result of
the evaluation findings. These decisions are essentially concerned with how to measurably improve performance at all levels of the organization: internal deliverables,
organizational gains, and public impact.

‘While there are approaches to evaluation that do not focus on predetermined results or objectives, the approach taken by using the impact evaluation process is based on the
premise of performance improvement. The underlying assumption is that organizations, whether fully articulated or not, expect specific results and contributions from
programs and other solutions. However, this does not prevent the evaluator or performance improvement professional from employing means to help them identify
unanticipated results and consequences. The worth or merit of programs and solutions is then determined by whether or not they delivered desired results; whether these
results are worth having in the first place; and whether the benefits of these results outweigh their costs and unintended consequences.

‘While evaluation, at its core, is straightforward, the situations in which it is applied can be complex and at times make evaluation daunting. The impact evaluation process is
primarily directed at individuals who want a clear map that guides them through the process and helps them keep a pragmatic and responsive focus. The idea is that, with a
well-articulated plan, the actual evaluation process will be a lot simpler and more straightforward.

‘The impact evaluation process consists of seven steps that, while conveying sequence, can and should be considered reiteratively. The basic steps and approach are illustrated in
Figure 7.1, and each of the seven phases is described in more detail below.
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Figure 7.1 The Impact Evaluation Process.
© Ingrid J. Guerra-Lopez, 2007

1. Identify Stakeholders and Expectations

The evaluator must identify the key stakeholders involved. The stakeholder groups include those who will be making decisions, either throughout the evaluation process or
directly as a result of the evaluation findings. Those with the authority to make critical decisions are often the ones who finance the evaluation project, but if it is someone
different or a different group, they too should be included. Also important are those who will be affected by the evaluation—either in the process or potentially as a result of the
findings. Including this group will make the implementation of the evaluation plan a lot easier, particularly during the data collection stage. The driving question for identifying
stakeholders is “Who is/could be either impacted by the evaluation or could potentially impact the evaluation in a meaningful way?” While not every single stakeholder must be
a direct member of the evaluation project team, it is wise to have each group represented.

Now, with a diverse group of stakeholder representation, you will also have a diverse group of expectations. These expectations are the basis for your contract, whether verbal or
written and should explicitly articulate what is expected of you (as well as of the stakeholders!). If you feel they are unreasonable, this is the time to discuss, educate, discuss
again, educate again, and come to a consensus . . . not after you have completed what in your own mind you think is a successful evaluation. If you do not have the specific
stakeholder expectations clearly defined from the start, it is nearly impossible to align your efforts to such expectations without sheer luck . .. and if you do not align your
efforts with stakeholder expectations from the start, it is very unlikely that you will ever meet those expectations.

2. Determine Key De« ns and Objectives

Asking the stakeholders to articulate what decisions will be made as a result of your findings is a primary step. The discussion about the decisions that must be made should also
be about the objectives that must be reached. All organizations have objectives—both external and internal —and everything within the organization must contribute toward
those objectives (Guerra, 2005). The relative worth of any intervention or solution is primarily contingent on whether it is helping or hindering the achievement of
organizational objectives.

‘While some stakeholders may not provide you with the specific objectives they expect, they will give you “clues” about the relevant effects they are expecting, even if these are
about means rather than results. Your task here (and actually, throughout the process) i to be the educator and facilitator and to approach the conversation from the
standpoint of . . . and if the organization were to accomplish that, what would the result be? And to continue that line of inquiry until key results have been identified.

‘With these decisions and objectives clarified, the overarching questions that will drive the evaluation process and purpose of the evaluation should also become clear,
articulated, and agreed on.

3. Derive Measurable Indicators

Sound decisions are made on the basis of relevant, reliable, and valid data related to desired results and the related questions that must be answered (Guerra, 2003). Therefore,
the heart of your evaluation plan will be to gather the data required to answer the questions that guide the inquiry. People often end up making judgments based on wrong or
incomplete data, particularly when they try to force connections between inappropriate data (just because it happens to be available) and the decisions that must be made.
(Kaufman, Guerra, & Platt, 2006).
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The data you will seek to collect are essentially about key performance indicators. Indicators are observable phenomena that are linked to something that is not directly
observed and can provide information that will answer an evaluation question. Results are not always neatly and directly observed. When measuring results, there are a number
of indicators, or to borrow Gilbert's (1978) term, “performance requirements,” that could be relevant. For instance, profit is a result that has various metrics, which collectively
indicate its level (for example, money collected; money paid out; assets, and others). Indicators for customer service include referrals, repeat business, customer retention,
length of accounts, and satisfaction survey scores.

4. |dentify Data Sources

‘With a list of specific indicators for which to collect data, you must first determine where you can find those data. The data drive the appropriate source. You can likely find the
data that you are looking for right in your own organization. Existing records about past and current performance may already be available, but collected by different parties in
your organization and for different reasons. Some excellent sources include strategic plans, annual reports, project plans, consulting studies, and performance reports, to name
afew.

Telecommunications and other technologies can often be used to link to reports, documents, databases, experts, and other sources like never before possible (the Internet is a
great vehicle for efficiently linking up to these!). A number of companies, government agencies, and research institutions, nationally and internationally, publish a series of
official studies and reports that could prove to be valuable sources of data.

5. Select Data Collection Methods

‘The right data collection methods and tools are a function of the data you are seeking. Likewise, the data you collect is a function of the methods you select. When evaluators
limit the data they collect by employing an overly narrow set of observation methods because they don’t know how to use others, their data set will not be complete and, in turn,
their findings will not be valid. If you are after hard data such as sales figures, don't use a survey to get people’s opinions of what these sales figures are. Rather, review relevant
sales reports. Conversely, if it is people’s attitudes you want, there are a number of ways to ask them (interviews, focus groups, and surveys are some appropriate possibilities).
There is extensive literature about these and other data collection methods. Be sure to make your selection based on their pros and cons, specifically with regard to important
criteria such as appropriateness of the instrument for the required data, time, characteristics of sample, comprehensiveness of tool, previous experience with tools that are being
considered, and feasibility among others (Guerra, 2003).

Again, the “secret ingredient” for successfully collecting valid and reliable data is alignment of data type, data source, data collection tools, and data analysis procedures.

6. Select Data Analysis Tools

‘While the data analysis is often thought to be mere “number crunching” it is more than that. The analysis of data as part of an evaluation effort is the organization of
information to discover patterns and fortify arguments used to support conclusions or evaluative claims that result from your evaluation study. In a nutshell, what is happening
is a mere summarizing of large volumes of data into a manageable and meaningful format that can quickly communicate its meaning. In fact, one might say that the analysis of
the data begins even before its collection by virtue of analyzing the characteristics of the required data, as it is done before the methods for data collection are selected.

If you have quantitative data, various statistical operations can help you organize your data as you sort through your findings. Qualitative data is also subject to analytical
routines. Qualitative observations can be ordered by source and by impact, or sorted according to general themes and specific findings. Checking the frequency of qualitative
observations will begin to merge qualitative into quantitative data.
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7. Communicate Results and Recommend Improvements

‘The importance of effective communication cannot be overstated. A rigorous evaluation does not speak for itself. Communicating with key stakeholders throughout the
evaluation process keeps them aware of what you are doing and why, which in turn increases the amount of trust they place in you and your efforts. In addition, it allows them
the opportunity to participate and provide you with valuable feedback. By the time the final report and debriefing come along, these products will not be seen as something
imposed on them, but rather as something that they help create. With this type of buy-in, resistance to the findings will likely be lower.

‘Things to consider in the communication include medium, format, language, and timing, among others.

CONTINUAL IMPROVEMENT

No useful and responsive evaluation model or guide would be complete without addressing continual improvement. Continual improvement depends on knowing where the
organization is headed and continually monitoring the course to get it from where it is to where it should be. This is accomplished by asking the right questions, collecting useful
data on an ongoing basis, and then applying that data to make sound decisions about required changes and/or which current initiatives to sustain. The goal of a continual
improvement culture, thus, is to support the ongoing journey toward reaching the organizational vision through the use of performance feedback.

Continual improvement is much talked about but s actually done but rarely in practice. A likely reason is that there is much confusion about exactly what continual
improvement is. There are two major components to continual improvement: monitor and adjust. Monitoring is about measurement and tracking. Organizational members
‘measure what matters and track its progress. Adjusting is about change. Organizational members use the feedback obtained from the monitoring stage to promote and facilitate
desirable change. The discussion below focuses on these two central functions.

Monitoring Performance: Using Evaluation to Build Continual Improvement in Organizations: A Self-Evaluation Framework

‘The benefits that evaluation can provide are not something that happen once and stop after the final report. Evaluation, if conducted properly, can give us useful feedback about
how much closer (or further) the organization is from our ultimate goal. In the context of continual improvement, evaluation helps us to do this by establishing an evaluation
framevwork that allows things that matter to be consistently and reliably measured. You might say that this evaluation framework is the backbone of a performance management
system. You cannot manage performance, at least not effectively, without the required performance data.

Once the evaluation framework is developed, which includes performance objectives at the various organizational levels, measurable indicators, and respective initiatives that
target each of these, the data collected will almost naturally fall into meaningful categories. In this sense, it is a lot like facilitating an ongoing, self-evaluation that provides just-
in-time feedback for opportune adjustments. Feedback is a central concept here and depends on effective communication systems. If developed appropriately, it will allow
leaders and employees to track, manage, and sometimes forecast performance at opportune times. In this sense, it is very much like monitoring the vial signs of the
organization.

Another function that the evaluation framework can fulfill is facilitating collaboration among the various departments of the organization. When the individual yet
complementary contributions of the various departments are published broadly, people more readily understand their interdependent roles and see that the key to
organizational (and their) success is not to compete for limited resources, but rather to collaborate so that resources can be maximized. This in turn leads to the recognition and
elimination of redundant processes and/or internal products. Again, open, accurate, and consistent information is critical.
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Characteristics of the Evaluation Framework

‘The following is a list of characteristics meant to guide in the development of a personalized evaluation framework based on Guerra-L6pez (2007). Every organization is
different and has its own set of goals, values, strengths and weaknesses. Thus, while all evaluation frameworks should possess the following five characteristics, they will likely
look and feel different.

1. Align all key results at various organizational levels (systemic): Recall that the value of any intervention is whether it ultimately helped the organization get closer to
achieving its vision. Thus, do not track only immediate results at the intermediate level, but be sure to hypothesize and test the linkages all the way up to the vision level
goals.

2. Provide linkages between interventions or initiatives and the indicators they are to impact: Remember that one of the en-route tasks of evaluation is to provide evidence of
the effectiveness of implemented solutions. Thus, it is important to articulate for everyone the linkages among these solutions and between the solutions and the
organizational indicators they are intended to impact. The clearer the linkages, the better able people will be to understand and use the data.

3. Responsive and dynamic: The evaluation framework is more of a template than a confining structure. While the framework might remain pretty constant, the actual
indicators may change, or the result itself, as objectives are met, and new ones are derived. Recall that, while solutions might solve old problems, they may also bring with
them a new set of challenges. Modifying this framework in order to keep its indicators current should not be done at the expense of the constancy of your organization’s
purpose. Changing your mission every year does not make you current, but rather gives you a moving target your organization will not likely reach.

4. Accessible by all decision-makers: While all these characteristics are critical, this one is probably one of the most difficult for leaders to grasp. The idea that the
organization’s report card will be open for all to see is quite scary for many. It is important to remember that the purpose of evaluating is to collect and interpret data for
improving performance, not for pointing fingers and blaming. All must have ready access so that they can make timely decisions about how to improve performance—
individual and organizational. These efforts, of course, should be coordinated and integrated.

5. Feedback and communication: You cannot talk about continual improvement without considering the feedback loop upon which it rests. The feedback loop represents the
reiterative nature of tracking and adjusting. Performance data should not only be accessible by all, but should be clearly understood by all. Thus, providing consistent
feedback about performance is part of bigger communication systems. Progress, milestones reached (or not reached), action plans for reaching desired goals, and so forth
should be consistently and accurately communicated throughout the organization.

All this, of course, has to take place in the context of a supportive environment. An environment where using relevant, reliable, and valid data before making decisions is part of
the organizational culture. This can only be accomplished by modeling this from the top of the organization on down and aligning the proper consequences with the desired
accomplishments and behaviors related to continually improving.
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A Note on the Nature of Inquiry of the Impact Evaluation Process

It is worth noting that, much like instructional systems and performance systems are based on systems theory concepts, the impact evaluation process is also based on
a systemic approach to evaluation and performance improvement. Traditional science and research has been heavily based on studying independent variables and, in
this sense, the focus of evaluation would be to study the impact of one variable throughout the system in order to understand what is going on with the system.
Hovwever, as one looks around in organizations and programs across sectors, it is obvious that there are no such things as purely independent variables. In fact, all
variables are interdependent, and as “systems become more and more sophisticated, the reality of interdependency becomes more and more pronounced”
(Gharajedaghi, 1999).

Understanding the interdependency of factors that impact human, program, and organizational performance requires a shift from a pure analysis (taking apart that
which is sought to be understood in order to explain behavior of the separated parts and extrapolate an explanation of the whole) (Gharajedaghi, 1999) to synthesis
(looking at system components and their interdependencies in order to understand their impact on the whole). Performance improvement professionals and evaluators
alike must look at the entire performance system and understand that any impact observed is rarely ever attributable to one solution or one cause alone. Itis only
responsible, ethical, and pragmatic to look for and communicate the whole story.

ADJUSTING PERFORMANCE

‘The monitoring framework, or performance dashboard (Eckerson, 2006), itself is a potent agent of organizational change. It helps the organization clearly define, communicate,
and focus on important results. It also provides consistent and timely feedback that informs decisions about what changes are required for the benefit of the organization, its
clients, and its employees. Up to this point, the concept of improving performance has been discussed in general terms. But what is actually involved in improving performance,
specifically, where actual change is concerned? The discussion below attempts to answer this question.

CHANGE PROCESSES

‘What are the dynamics of the change process for those being mandated to change by their leaders? Everyone, including individuals, teams, and interdepartmental groups, goes
through three critical change processes (Coghlan, 2000):

1. Perception: The meaning the change has for them; the degree to which they have control over the change; and the degree of trust individuals have in those mandating or
promoting the change.

2. Assessment of the impact of change: Will the change be for the better; uncertain, but probably positiy
destructive?

; uncertain; uncertain though probably negative, threatening, or
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3. Response: The individual can deny; dodge, oppose, resist, tolerate; accept, support, or embrace the change.

What factors impact these processes? One factor that has a significant impact is the availability of information about the change and the process of communication between
those mandating the change and those affected by it. Recall that, in an earlier discussion about stakeholders, it was noted that stakeholders include both those who can impact
the evaluation process, as well as those who will be potentially impacted by its results. Open communication of the evaluation process, findings, and recommendations directly
impacts the change process. Lack of information promotes a sense of anxiety and resistance, particularly when individuals begin to make their own stories about what is going
on and what will happen in the future.

Any change initiative, whether the evaluation process itself or the recommendations that stem from it, must address these three processes. A change plan that takes into account
how these changes will be perceived and evaluated by employees must be derived so that the desired responses are elicited.

While it is critical to take steps to manage the change appropriate so that it is useful, it is important to consider the other side of the coin: change creation. Change creation is
essentially what s being done when the direction for that change is set. This happens during an authentic strategic planning and needs assessment process, whereby
organizational leaders identify where they would like to be years from now and what they have to accomplish in the meantime in order to get there. Hopefully, it was through
those processes that the solution you are now faced with evaluating was selected. Change management is, then, what you do to make sure that things go as smoothly as possible
on your way to your ultimate destination. Evaluation is one of the tools that facilitates this smooth sailing by providing you with important information required for navigation.

CONCLUSION

‘The impact evaluation process rests on the premise that everything used and done is aligned to some greater purpose. Ethical and responsible evaluators and performance
improvement professionals must look beyond the generic measures of program success (for example, Did the participants like the new training program? Did the participants
‘master the new training program content? Are they applying the content in their jobs?). They must also look for the desirability of mastering and applying that particular
content in the first place, which requires us to align the evaluand to strategic, tactical, and operational results. Establishing this chain of impact, and realistically accounting for
the myriad of intervening variables along the way is the only way to truly know what is working and what is not, why, and what to do about it.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Full-Scope Evaluation: Do You “Really Oughta, Wanna”?

Joan C. Dessinger
James L. Moseley

Among many “wish-we-had-said-that” statements, this is probably one of our favorites: “While some executives argue that a successful measurement and evaluation process is
very difficult, others quietly and deliberately implement effective evaluation systems” (Phillips & Phillips, 2008, p. 12). The process we call “full-scope evaluation” is all about
“quietly and deliberately” doing evaluation from the beginning to the end of a performance improvement intervention—because HPT practitioners “really oughta wanna”
(Mager & Pipe, 1070) go beyond identifying the performance problem and finding solutions (aka interventions) to judging whether the solutions (aka interventions) really do
solve the problem and add value to the organization.

“Full-scope evaluation is not for the faint hearted” (Dessinger & Moseley, 2006); it s for the believers and the doers who know they “oughta” and “really wanna.” Knowing
when, why, and what to evaluate is important; determining whether we should and even can evaluate is crucial to evaluation success. The success of any evaluation—full-scope
or not—relies on designing, developing, and implementing an evaluation that:

« Meets the expressed needs of the organization;
« Gives the organization what it needs to judge the merit, worth, and/or value of the program or intervention; and
« Isactionable.

As the voice of the organization, the internal and external stakeholders should be involved in pre-planning an evaluation. Smith’s (2008) analogy of “building bridges” comes to
‘mind here. While discussing the need for workplace learning and performance professionals (WLP) to “speak the language of business and contribute to business results,” Smith
suggests: “Bridges could be built between WLP professionals, our measurement practices, and the organizations that we serve.” (p. 50)-

BEGIN WITH WHAT, WHEN, AND WHY

Full-scope evaluation carries evaluation to the fourth power (E4), offering HPT practitioners a choice of all four types of evaluation: formative, summative, confirmative, and
‘meta. Table 8.1 shows when and why HPT practitioners oughta use some or all of the four types of evaluation and what they should focus on during each type of evaluation.
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Table 8.1 The When-Why-What of Full-Scope Evaluation

Type

Formative

‘Summative

Confirmative

Meta

When Why
© during Analysis Judge the “goodness” of the intervention analysis, design, and development process and products
© during Design

© during Development

O during Implementation

013 mon. + after Implementation

O during/after Evaluation

O during Analysis Judge the immediate impact of the intervention on the learner and on the organization
O during Design

O during Development

© during Implementation

)3 mon. + after Implementation

O during/after Evaluation

O during Analysis Judge the long-term impact of the intervention
O during Design

O during Development

O during Implementation

3 mon. + after Implementation

O during/after Evaluation

O during Analysis Judge the validity and reliability of the formative, summative, and/or confirmative evaluation process and products|
O during Design

O during Development

O during Implementation

013 mon. + after Implementation

© during/after Evaluation

HPT practitioners use a systematic, five-phase process—Analyze, Design, Develop, Implement, Evaluate (ADDIE)—to develop instructional or non-instructional performance
improvement interventions. Using this process as a framework, HPT practitioners oughta conduct formative evaluation up-front to judge the “goodness” of the inputs,
processes, and outputs of the analysis, design, and development phases of both one-time and long-term interventions. Then, they oughta conduct summative evaluation during
the implementation phase to judge immediate outputs such as participant reaction, behavior change, and anticipated usefulness of the intervention. If the intervention is long-
term— three months or longer—HPT practitioners oughta conduct confirmative evaluation at established intervals over the lifecycle of the intervention to determine whether
the intervention should be maintained “as is,” maintained with revisions, deleted, or deleted and replaced. Finally, meta evaluation oughta take place concurrently with or after
evaluation activities to verify the reliability and validity of the evaluation process and products.
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Evaluation is vital; over-evaluation is worthless. Over-evaluation strains the available resources and damages the credibility of the HPT profession. Evaluation should be
intentional and purposeful and should stay focused on that purpose from beginning to end. Knowing which type(s) of evaluation to conduct is an essential first step to take for
achieving successful evaluation outcomes. The decision to use a specific type of evaluation should be based on the following:

1. What type(s) of evaluation will provide what the stakeholders need to know to make decisions about the merit, worth, or value of the intervention?
2. What type(s) of evaluation will the available resources support?
3. What type(s) of evaluation will the organization and/or organizational culture support?

Pre-planning with the stakeholder oughta answer all or most of these crucial questions and moves the WLP professional into that bridge-building mode, where talk “shifts
subtly from how the WLP program aligns and attunes with the organization and what can be accomplished with the outputs and outcomes, toward how many measurement
levels (aka ‘types’) have been, could have been, or should be applied” (Smith, 2008, p. 50).

PERFORMANCE SUPPORT TOOL 8.1 INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A FULL-SCOPE EVALUATION PRE-PLANNING ACTIVITY FOR_
[NAME OF INTERVENTION]
Dear.

‘The purpose of evaluation is to judge the merit, worth, and/or value of something. As a person who has a stake in the outcomes of [intervention] we would
like you to help us answer the following questions:

« Do you think we can evaluate this program/intervention? Does the organization have the resources and will to conduct an evaluation?

« Do you think we should evaluate this program/intervention? Is it important to you to prove the merit, worth, or value of this program/ intervention?

« Ifwe can and should evaluate, what do you need to know about the program/intervention to judge whether it has merit, worth, or value for you and the organization?

Please complete this inventory by. [date] and return it to, . We will analyze all the inventories, let you know the results
by. [date] and give you our recommendations based on your input.

Thank you,
[Sender’s name/position. 1
[Sender’s contact information. ]
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THE FULL-SCOPE EVALUATION PRE-PLANNING INVENTORY

‘The Full-Scope Evaluation Pre-Planning Inventory is a diagnostic tool that assesses or audits organizational readiness before planning and implementing an evaluation. The
results help the HPT practitioner decide whether an organization oughta evaluate a performance improvement intervention and has the resources and desire or wanna to
support evaluation. If evaluation is appropriate, the Inventory also helps the HPT practitioner select, design, and implement the most appropriate types of evaluation for the
intervention based on stakeholder information needs. The Inventory can also help the HPT practitioner achieve buy-in from the organization’s stakeholders.

Successful evaluation should begin with a dialogue among the stakeholders who have an interest in what happens as  result of the performance improvement intervention and
the practitioners who will design and implement the evaluation. The dialogue should provide the answer to the following three questions:

1. Can the organization evaluate the training program or performance improvement intervention? Does it have the will and the resources?

2. Should the specific training program or intervention be evaluated? Do the stakeholders need to make a judgment regarding the merit, worth, or value of the program or
intervention? Will evaluation provide the data they need to make a judgment?

3. If the organization can and should evaluate the intervention, how should it be evaluated? What do the stakeholders need to know about the results of the training program or
intervention? What type of evaluation will meet their information needs? (Dessinger & Moseley, 2007]

Overview

The Inventory contains a series of statements that help to answer the three questions listed above: Can the organization evaluate? Should the specific program or intervention
be evaluated? If yes, how should it be evaluated? The respondents qualify and quantify their response to each statement by selecting a response that ranges from 6 = strongly
ot sure. The statements related to the stakeholders’ information needs are randomly scattered and are identified on the practitioner's scoring copy as items related
‘e, summative, confirmative, or meta evaluation.

Distribution
‘The Full-Scope Evaluation Pre-Planning Inventory should be distributed to all organizational stakeholders who will need to know the outcomes of the performance

improvement intervention in order to make a judgment of merit, worth, and/ or value. Stakeholders may also include external customers of a product or service that is impacted
by the intervention. In the Analysis section below, we will discuss how to classify the stakeholders and weight their responses if desired (Section C).

HPT practitioners who are involved in planning the intervention are also encouraged to complete the Inventory. They can then compare their responses as practitioners to those
of the other stakeholders; for example, other stakeholders may respond from a broader organizational perspective than the HPT practitioner.

‘The Inventory may be delivered in hard copy via mail or fax or as an electronic file, which allows respondents to directly input their responses and email the completed
Inventory back to the sender. If possible, the Inventory should be presented during a real-time o virtual meeting, which will make it possible to provide immediate feedback to
the respondents.
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Analysis

‘The simplest way to analyze Sections A and B of the Inventory is to assess the frequency of each response to each item. Once the frequency assessment is completed, the data
collector or analyst can determine whether a majority of the respondents feel that the organization can and oughta evaluate the training program or performance improvement
intervention.

In Section C, the data collector o analyst will follow the same process; however, this time the data are grouped according to the type of evaluation. For example, the data
collector/analyst totals the number of respondents who selected “strongly agree” or “agree” for the items relating to formative evaluation. If a majority of respondents “strongly
agree” or “agree” with all the items related to formative evaluation, then that type of evaluation is appropriate.

If the Inventory is to be most useful, the analyst should categorize the respondents in advance and take into consideration which category(ies) responded favorably or
unfavorably to each item. The analyst may even consider weighing the frequency count to reflect the relative impact of the stakeholders in terms of the success of the evaluation.
Table 8.2 suggests some categories and weights and Performance Support Tool 8.3 gives some samples of scoring for the Inventory.

Table 8.2 How to Categorize Stakeholders and Weight Their Responses

If the stakeholder . .. Add this number to the Example: if the stakeholder responds 6 (strongly agree) to a statement the
response weighted score s . . .

Will provide essential political and/or economic +3 6+3=0

support

Will use the product or service impacted by +2 6+2=8

outcomes

Will help implement the program or 1 6+1=7

intervention

Is not directly involved but should be kept +o 6+0=6

informed

PERFORMANCE SUPPORT TOOL 8.2 FULL-SCOPE EVALUATION PRE-PLANNING INVENTORY
Program/Intervention.

Respondent’s Name,
Title/Position
Date_
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Instructions: Please read each numbered statement in Sections A, B, and C and circle the number that best describes your response. Your immediate response is usually the
‘most accurate:

6 = Strongly Agree
5=Agree

4 = Agree Somewhat
3 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree

1= Not Sure

Section A. Can the organization evaluate the training program or performance improvement intervention? Does it have the will and the resources?

A1, This organization acknowledges the value of evaluating training programs or other performance improvement interventions. 6 5432 1
A-2. This organization has or has access to the resources (time, money, experienced personnel) required to conduct an effective and efficient evaluation. 6 543 2 1,
A-3. This organization will support an evaluation of the training program/intervention by authorizing the required resources. 654321

‘Add additional comments here:

Section B. Should this program or intervention be evaluated? Is it important to establish that this program or intervention has merit, worth, and/or value to the
organization.?

B-1. Itis important to this organization to judge the merit, worth, or value of this program/intervention. 6 54 32 1
B

It is important to my business area to judge the merit, worth, or value of this program/intervention. 6 54 32 1.
B-3. It is important to me to judge the merit, worth, or value of this program/intervention. 654321

B-4. Itis important to our industry to judge the merit, worth, or value of this program/intervention. 654321
B-5. Itis important to our customers to judge the merit, worth, or value of this program/intervention. 6 54 321

‘Add additional comments here:
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Section C. If we can and should evaluate this program or intervention, what would you need to know about this program/intervention in order to judge whether it has
merit, worth, or value?

C-1. | Iwould need to know how the participants reacted to the training program/intervention. 6 5432 1

C-2. Iwould need to know the long-term cost/benefit ratio or ROI (return on investment) of the program/ intervention. 654321

C-3.  Iwould need to know whether the evaluation produced information of sufficient value to justify the resources expended. 654321

C-4. Iwould need to know whether the objectives of the program/ intervention are aligned with the organization’s goals and objectives. 65432 1

C-5. Iwould need to know whether the participants were able to change their workplace behavior as a result of the program/ intervention. 6 54 32 1

C-6.  Iwould need to know whether the participants’ managers, supervisors, and/or customers are satisfied with the long-term results of the program/intervention. 6
54321

C7. Iwould need to know whether the evaluation results were reliable. 6 543 2 1

C-8.  Iwould need to have feedback from a pilot test before I can sell the program/intervention to my boss or staff. 6 54 321

C-9.  Iwould need to know whether the participants predict they will be able to change their behavior as a result of the program/ intervention. 6 54321
C-10. Iwould need to know whether the program/intervention was designed to meet the goals and objectives established in the plan. 6 5432 1

C-11. Iwould need to know whether the program/intervention had an immediate impact on the knowledge and skill level of the participants. 654321
C-12. Ineed to use the results of the program/intervention to make informed decisions about immediate performance improvement in my business area. 654321
C-13. Ineed to know whether the evaluation maintained ethical standards. 654321

C-14. Ineed data to prove that this program/intervention is effective and efficient over time. 654321

C-15. Ineed data to prove that this program/intervention has a positive impact and value over time. 6543 2 1

C-16. I need data to prove that the program/intervention supports the short-term competence of the participants. 654321

C-17. Ineed data to decide whether to maintain, change, or eliminate this program/intervention. 654321

C-18. I need to know whether the evaluation outcomes were valid. 654321

C-19. Ineed to know whether the evaluation-based recommendations for future action were implemented. 654321

C Inced toknow whether the program/intervention plan was based on complete and accurate information from the stakeholders. 6 54 321
20.

C-21. Iwould need to know whether the products or outputs of the program/intervention design were designed to meet the goals and objectives established in the
plan.654321
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C Incedtouse the results of the evaluation for certification or accreditation purposes. 654321

22

C Inced toknow whether the results of the training or intervention transferred to the workplace. 6 54 321
23.

C- Incedtobe able to prove that evaluation was necessary for this program or intervention. 6 5432 1

24.

Add any additional information you may need here:

PERFORMANCE SUPPORT TOOL 8.3 FULL-SCOPE EVALUATION PRE-PLANNING INVENTORY SCORING GUIDE

‘Purpose: Use the Section A and B guides to tabulate the frequency data and determine whether a majority of the respondents feel the organization can and should evaluate this
training program or other performance improvement interventions. Use the Section C guide to tabulate the frequency data and help you decide what type of evaluation would be
‘most appropriate.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SECTIONS A AND B

1.0n a blank survey form, change the Column 1 heading to “Frequency Count,” indicate the number of participants (N =___), and use the column to record the results.
2. Add a row after each item to record the total number of participants who strongly agreed or agreed with the item.
EXAMPLE: SECTION A TABULATION

Section-Item Frequency Count (N=___)

A-1. This organization acknowledges the value of evaluating training programs or other performance improvement interventions. __ Strongly Agree
___Agree
___ Agree Somewhat
___Strongly Disagree
__Disagree
___Not Sure
A1 Total who strongly agree or agree __

3.dd a summary box at the end of each section to record whether a simple majority of the respondents strongly agree or agree with the items in the section.
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EXAMPLE: SECTION A SUMMARY

Summary of Section A

___|Total number of respondents to this section (n).

___ Number required for  simple majority (2/3n).

___ Total who strongly agree or agree with all the statements in this section.

‘Yes___No Amajority of the respondents strongly agree or agree that the organization can evaluate this program or intervention and that they have the will and the
resources.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SECTION C

1.0n a blank survey form, change the Column 2 heading to “Frequency Count,” indicate the number of participants (N =___), and use the column to record the results. Also,
add the type of evaluation [___] represented by the item.

Example: Section C Tabulation
Section-Item and [Type of Evaluation] Frequency Count (N=__]
C-1. Iwould need to know how the participants reacted to the training program/intervention [Summative]
Strongly Agree
___Agree

Agree Somewhat

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Not Sure

“Total who strongly agree o agree

2. Follow the example below when developing the summary for Section C.

EXAMPLE: SECTION C SUMMARY
Summary of Section C—If the organization can and should evaluate this program or intervention, then what type of evaluation is most appropriate?

Formative Evaluation items C1, 4, 8, 10, 20, 21
___|Total number of respondents who responded to the formative evaluation items (n).
___ Number required for a simple majority (2/30).

___ Total who strongly agree or agree with the formative evaluation items.

___ Yes/__No,amajority of the respondents strongly agree or agree that they need information provided by formative evaluation.

Summative Evaluation items C5, 9, 11, 12, 16, 23
Total number of respondents who responded to the summative evaluation items (n).
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___ Number required for a simple majority (2/30).
___ Total who strongly agree or agree with the summative evaluation items.
___ Yes/__No,amajority of the respondents strongly agree or agree that they need information provided by summative evaluation.
Confirmative Evaluation items C2, 6, 14, 15, 17, 19

___|Total number of respondents who responded to the confirmative evaluation items (n).

___ Number required for a simple majority (2/30).

___ Total who strongly agree or agree with the confirmative evaluation items.

___ Yes/__No,amajority of the respondents strongly agree or agree that they need information provided by confirmative evaluation.
'Meta Evaluation items C3, 7, 13, 18, 22, 24

___|Total number of respondents who responded to the meta evaluation items (n).

___ Number required for a simple majority (2/30).

___ Total who strongly agree or agree with the meta evaluation items.

‘Yes__No, a majority of the respondents strongly agree or agree that they need information provided by meta evaluation.

‘The input from stakeholders who must provide the political and economic support for the program or intervention will have greater impact on the success of the program or
intervention than the input from stakeholders who just “need to know.” Evaluation plans can die an untimely death if they lose their political or economic support. In addition,
supporters and customers whose stated information needs are not met by the evaluation may not support future evaluations because they did not find that this evaluation was
valuable.

Validity and Reliability

‘The Full-Scope Evaluation Pre-Planning Inventory is an informal diagnostic tool. It was piloted in a graduate program evaluation class with groups of students from all areas of
business and representing all types of organizations. It has both content and face validity. Content validity refers to inventory items representing the content that the inventory
is designed to measure. Face validity is the subjective appraisal of what the content of the inventory measures. The population that piloted the inventory concurred on both
kinds of validity.

Reliability data for the Full-Scope Evaluation Pre-Planning Inventory are not available. Increasing the number of items and observing the stability of the responses over time
will address reliability issues.
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SUMMARY

‘The Inventory sets the stage for successful evaluation by exploring the environment in which the evaluation will take place and ensuring that the stakeholders as well as the HPT
practitioners feel they oughta and wanna evaluate a particular performance improvement intervention during and after the evaluation is planned, designed, and implemented.
The Inventory is primarily intended to generate dialogue and inquiry about the evaluation process as an integral part of a performance improvement intervention. It can also be
used to examine the stakeholders’ personal beliefs about a well-planned and carefully designed and implemented evaluation plan and as a learning tool for the many uses of
evaluation in organizational settings.
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CHAPTER NINE

How to Use Kirkpatrick’s Taxonomy Effectively in the Workplace
Richard B. Pearlstein

Donald L. Kirkpatrick introduced his four-level evaluation taxonomy in 1950 and 1960; since then it quickly became the most widely used evaluation model. Many evaluators
encounter it frequently in for-profit, not-for-profit, and governmental organizations. Even those who believe that Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy is “old school” and does not focus
tightly enough on performance improvement outcomes admit that it is still prevalent in organizations. For example, Pulichino (2006), reporting on 2006 research published by
the eLearning Guild, categorized results as showing that 88 percent of that organization’s twenty thousand participants were at least “fairly knowledgeable about Kirkpatrick's
four levels of evaluation,” with 62 percent being “very or highly knowledgeable.”

IS KIRKPATRICK’S TAXONOMY STILL EFFECTIVE?

Despite the taxonomy’s widespread use, some claim it is no longer relevant. For example, Kathy Dye (2003, p. 11) noted, “It is generally ineffective as an overarching paradigm
for today’s business.” She further argues that “evaluation is a complex process of organizational decision making,” while models, such as Kirkpatrick's, that focus on measuring
effectiveness are technical. However, the author has found that Kirkpatrick's taxonomy offers a good framework for influencing organizational decision making. For example,
organizations have used results of Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy-based evaluations he has conducted to cancel programs, modify programs, and initiate new programs.

Others claim that Kirkpatrick's taxonomy is often misused, and discount it on that basis. It is true that it is often misused, but discounting it for that reason is like suggesting
that automobiles should be banned because they are a leading cause of accidental death. Still others point out that, because data are hard to come by, especially at Kirkpatrick
Levels 3 and 4, evaluators who use the taxonomy often rely on opinion data rather than measures that are more reliable. Again, just because it is often not used well is not a valid
reason to disregard Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy.

Kirkpatrick's model did not introduce new technologies—evaluators had already been considering multiple levels long before he advanced the taxonomy. His taxonomy was
important because it codified professional evaluation practices and made them easy for managers in a wide variety of organizations to understand. Managers easily grasp that
there may be gaps between what people like, what they learn, what they actually do, and what outcomes result from what they do.

Kirkpatrick's four levels are simple, straightforward, and useful. This chapter examines them, some extensions to them, and provides tips for using the levels effectively in
organizations. It also shows how Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy works well with performance interventions other than training.

KIRKPATRICK’S FOUR LEVELS OF EVALUATION

Kirkpatrick noted that the four levels address increasingly important organizational questions. The higher the level at which one evaluates, the more important the findings will
be for the organization.

Level 1. Reaction

Some evaluators call it “the dog food test,” as the following apocryphal story llustrates. A few years ago, a team of veterinarians and nutritionists at a large agricultural school
spun off a commercial enterprise to create and market a wonderful new dog food. They designed it to be highly nutritious, produce glossy coats, and reduce the amount of bolus
produced by dogs. When they test-marketed it, the new dog food failed miserably. Why? The dogs didn’t like it.

But Level 1 has value outside of determining whether participants liked training (customer satisfaction). Participants can give useful input on their experience. For example,
they can tell you whether the training environment was distracting. In addition, tracking participant ratings can raise warning signals if reactions change markedly over time. If
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a given instructor consistently gets high ratings, but then ratings fall off markedly, it is worth examining what caused the drop. Another example: Participants can tell you
whether course exercises are realistic in terms of their jobs.

Level 2. Learning

Can the participants do things at the end of training that they could not o prior to training? This is easy to measure by comparing scores between pre-course tests and end-of-
course tests. If participants test better at the end of the training than they do at the beginning of it, learning has occurred. The higher the test gains at the end of training, the
greater the learning.

Learning is NOT the same as knowledge acquisition, although it often includes it. Instead, in terms of performance interventions, learning includes most types of behavioral
change. In the training world, these changes often involve skill acquisition or skill building. Examples include using new equipment and software, following new processes,
‘making decisions in various professions in the same ways that exemplars in those professions make them, and troubleshooting specific types of problems. The point is that Level
2 measures what people CAN do at the end of an intervention, not necessarily what they WILL do back on the job.

Level 3. Behavior

Evaluation at this level asks whether training participants actually use learned behavior on the job. For example, a course may train inspectors to examine products in a new
way. End-of-course tests may show that they in fact have learned to conduct the new examinations. But this does not mean that they will behave accordingly on the job. If they
do not, itis probably due to factors outside training that inhibit the new behavior from occurring on the job. For example, perhaps their supervisors encourage them to keep
conducting inspections the “way it has always been done around here.”

Itis also possible that learning is not applied on the job due to lack of retention. This may happen if learners are trained too far in advance of when they need to apply their
learning.

Level 4. Results

‘This level measures the degree to which new behavior used on the job leads to improved work outcomes. These outcomes will depend on context—specifically on the group(s) to
whom the intervention was directed. If the intervention is organization-wide, then the outcomes will be at least at the level of the whole organization. If the intervention is for a
part of the organization, then the outcomes will be at least at the level of the units in that part. But, because organizations are complex systems, it is likely that changes in a
single unit of an organization will impact other units, if not the entire organization. For example, changes in a design unit may affect workflow in many other organizational
units.

KIRKPATRICK’S LEVELS AND PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT INTERVENTIONS

Practitioners can apply Kirkpatrick's taxonomy to evaluating most types of performance improvement interventions—not just training. Kirkpatrick’s levels mate well with
'human performance technology (HLPT) models. Whether an intervention addresses learning, environmental factors, feedback, reward systems, communications and
expectations, or other elements, it can be evaluated in terms of reaction, immediate impact, on-the-job impact, and benefits that result. Table 0.1 shows Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy
applied to a few types of HPT interventions. (Note that the questions in the cells of the table are NOT inclusive: They are illustrations of how Kirkpatrick’s levels apply across
interventions.)
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Brethower's concept addressed behavior change interventions—largely training interventions. However, one can easily apply the concept to other types of performance
improvement interventions. Instead of “skill acquisition,” the first half of behavior change is shaping, requiring, or supporting new behavior. The second half—“maintenance’—
needs no change; its focus remains on maintaining new behavior. Examples of primary and follow-up interventions are shown in Table 9.2.

‘The left column of Table 0.2 shows examples of the first part of Brethower’s paradigm. All of these interventions would be designed to help people acquire new behaviors, shape
new behaviors, recognize management requirements for new behaviors, or obtain support for their new behaviors. The right column of Table 9.2 shows matching examples for
the second part of Brethower's paradigm.

Note that, while performance can be easily noted at the conclusion of training or other skill /knowledge-based interventions, changes just after initiation of other types of
interventions—for example, those relating to reward or feedback systems or changes in the work environment—may not be easily measured at that time because it may take a
while for those interventions to have impact. For those types of interventions, it might be more useful to note simply whether people in various parts of the organization are
aware of the changes and their characteristics. For instance, when rolling out a new reward system, it might be useful to see how many employees and managers are aware of
how the new system is supposed to work. But it would be highly unlikely that the new system would bring about performance changes right after roll-out. One would expect lag
time before changes would begin, depending on the reward contingencies and how long before people began receiving them.

Table 9.1 Questions Asked by Kirkpatrick’s Taxonomy for Various Types of HPT Interventions

Focus Kirkpatrick’s Levels
Skills/ 1 2 3 4
Knowledge Are the learning system’s Did learning result from the course, coaching, or | Do participants continue to use | Does the learning system give
characteristics acceptable to other training interventions? the new learning on their jobs?  benefits to the organization with
participants? positive ROI?
Environment I the change of environmental Do initial environmental changes support Does full installation of Are the organizational outcomes
factors suitable to employees? performance better? Are staff members aware of  environmental changes worth the investment in
new environmental resources? improve performance? environmental change?
Feedback Is the type of feedback clear, timely, | Do initial changes of feedback systems yield Does full installation of new | Are the organizational outcomes
and specific to employees? improved performance? Do staff members know | feedback systems yield worth the investment in the
how to use the new feedback system features? improved performance? feedback system?
Rewards Do employees understand and Do initial changes to reward systems improve Does full installation of the new  Are the organizational outcomes
accept changes to reward systems? | performance? Do staff members know the changes  reward system improve worth the investment in the
to the reward system that apply to them? performance? reward system?

Communications | Are management communications
of expectations clear and at
intervals useful for employees?

Do initial changes in communication of
expectations improve performance? Can staff
‘members recall receiving new information on
management expectations?

Does full installation of the new
communication system
improve performance?

Are the organizational outcomes
worth the investment in the
communication system?




image34.png
Table 9.2 Examples of Primary and Follow-Up Interventions
Primary “Acquisition” (or Shaping, Requiring, Supporting New  Follow-Up “Maintenance”

Behavior)
Participants attend training. Supervisors encourage use of new skills.

Participants receive performance support tools (job aids). Management sends repeated reminders that it expects job aids to be used consistently.
Participants come under a new feedback system or a new reward system.  Management uses the new reward system fairly and the new feedback system consistently.
Management introduces and explains the new systems. Management provides appropriate incentives and feedback for required new behaviors.
Management modifies the work environment, introducing and explaining the Management monitors and solicits comments about the new work environment, changing
changes beforehand. elements s necessary to maintain effectiveness.

Management works with staff to initiate newsletters to improve Management and staff meet regularly to assess effectiveness of newsletters, adjusting content to

communication. Management rolls out first issues with appropriate publicity. make the newsletters more useful as needs evolve.

Example of Applying the Four Levels to a Non-Training Intervention

Suppose you conducted an evaluation of a new reward system that you installed in an organization. At Level 1, you found mixed results. Supervisors reported that during
‘meetings introducing the new rewards system, employee responses indicated that they understood the changes to the existing reward system but were skeptical that they would
be implemented appropriately. On the other hand, Level 2 results were entirely positive: Productivity at six months following roll-out compared with that before roll-out, when
contrasted to a group that did not come under the new reward system in that same timeframe, showed increases in productivity attributable to the new reward system. Also, you
found positive results at Level 3: Productivity continued to increase as the new reward system was installed across the organization, and a follow-up survey at one year showed
that employees believed that the new system rewarded productivity fairly. Finally, at Level 4, you calculated that productivity gains had a higher dollar value than the costs of
installing and maintaining the new reward system. So, all-in-all, your evaluation demonstrated the effectiveness and cost benefits of the non-training performance intervention
you conducted.

EXTENSIONS OF KIRKPATRICK’S TAXONOMY

Kaufman’s Level 5

One indication of the continued impact of Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy is the fact that it continues to stimulate others to build upon it. For example, if interventions are organization-
wide, Level 4 outcomes will be at least at the level of the whole organization. But Kaufman (2006; personal communication, April 2, 2008) has argued that evaluating outcomes
should also be done at what he labels the mega-level, a level that includes the society or even world of which the organization is a part. An organization that aims to make a
profit by selling medicine must address not only profit-making outcomes but also societal health outcomes. In other words, in Kaufman’s model, evaluation should also address
benefits at a level higher than the organization doing the intervention. In fact, Kaufman finds the mega level so important that he separates it from Level 4 and calls it Level 5.




image35.png
Phillips Level 5

Jack Phillips (1997) has elaborated usefully on Kirkpatrick’s Level 4, defining a Level 5 in a different manner than Kaufman. Phillips posits Level 5 as return on investment
(ROI). Although Kirkpatrick specifically included ROI as an important component of results (Level 4), Phillips’ addition provides much greater emphasis on ROI by devoting an
entire level of evaluation to it. After all, results are questionable if the cost of getting them exceeds their value.

Elaborations on Level 1

Others have explored the low end of the taxonomy. For example, Watkins, Leigh, Foshay, and Kaufman (1998) discussed Level 1 in some detail. They suggested modifying Level
1 to separate evaluation of processes from evaluation of resources, noting that doing so would encourage performance improvement practitioners and evaluators to address two
separate questions (1098, p. 91):

1. “Are books, computers, reference materials, and other resources readily available and of the quality required for training and/or educational experience,” and

2. “Are the training and/or educational processes efficient and acceptable.”

Similarly, Pearlstein (1995) developed several Level 1 checklists that examine the process by which training interventions are developed and the training materials that result.
For example, he developed checKlists for the USDA Forest Service, providing easily used guidelines for selecting commercial training packages based in part on how they were
developed. Exhibit 0.1 shows a truncated version of a Level 1 checKlist that supervisors can use to select commercial, self-instructional training packages.

Exhibit 9.1. Truncated Checklist for Level 1 Evaluation of Self-Instructional Training Packages

Directions: Use this checklist to see whether a self-instructional package is likely to meet employees’ needs. Review the self-instructional package against this
checklist. Place a check mark (/) in the box to the left of each question, if the answer is “yes.” If you are not sure, leave the box blank.
1. Do the package objectives, or the overall description of the package, match what employees need to learn? The overall package description may be misleading.

Always read the package objectives, if they are included. They will state more specifically what the package is designed to teach. Skills listed under topic areas should
give an overview of what employees need to learn. If only a small proportion of the package objectives apply to employees’ learning needs, the package is not suitable.

2. Are the directions for using the package clear? That is, o the directions explain how to set up or install the package? Could employees follow them without help?

3. Is the package easy to understand? Ask a few candidates for the self-instruction to try a little of the package: Is it clear? Were they able to follow the exercises?
Would most employees be able to follow them?

4. s the package easy to use? Ask a few candidates to try a lttle of it. Does it seem to flow well, or did they find it tiresome and hard to follow?
5. Does the package include materials, such as quick reference cards or summary sheets, that would help on the job? Would they work in employees’ job settings?
6. Are the package examples and exercises relevant to employees’ jobs, or at least not distracting?

7. Does the package provide an opportunity to practice all skills specified by its objectives? The package should provide many exercises in which employees need to
respond actively. Clicking a button to turn a page does NOT count s active responding.

8. Does the package provide appropriate feedback? Well-designed self-instruction will anticipate the most common mistakes and provide information addressing
them. It will reward correct responses in a factual, non-fawning manner.
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Scoring: If you checked six or fewer items, find a more suitable self-instructional package.

Pearlstein’s Level 0

Pearlstein (2008) posited an additional level below the first level of Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy. Level 0 is the “hallway evaluation,” in which an executive asks a trusted compatriot
something like “Fred, how'd you like the training last week?” Although this level provides only anecdotal data, and often very slim anecdotal data at that, it may be the most
widely used form of evaluation practiced in organizations. It has less value than Level 1 evaluation, but, unfortunately, it may have even more impact on training and other
performance improvement decisions than all other levels of evaluation combined. For this reason, eval-uators ignore it at their own—and their organizations —peril.

KIRKPATRICK’S LEVELS AS LINKS IN AN “EVIDENTIARY CHAIN"

Although some regard Kirkpatrick's levels as independent, Kirkpatrick (1094) offered them as an integrated approach. Practitioners should carry this integration of levels a step
further by making sure that clients understand that each step is a link in an “evidentiary chain.”

Sivasailam Thiagarajan (personal communication, May 2, 2007) suggested that only Level 4 is important in the final analysis, and this author agrees. However, an evidentiary
chain is necessary to show that results at Level 4 are in fact due to actions taken and results achieved at lower levels. Suppose, for example, that one measures changes in
organizational outcomes and determines that they are significant in those parts of the organization that have had Intervention X compared with changes in the same outcomes
in those parts of the organization that have NOT had Intervention X. Can one then say that Intervention X brought about those changes? The author submits that one cannot
without first tracing the evidentiary chain backward.

For example, moving backward through the chain, what if one measures changes at Level 3 and discovers that they are not significant for either group? In other words, one find
that there is no significant change in Behavior X on the job compared to pre-intervention Behavior X in those units that received the intervention, nor in an equivalent period in
those units that did NOT receive it. Since the behavior that the intervention was supposed to change did NOT change, any change in organizational outcomes at Level 4 could
not have been due to the intervention.

Now, moving further backward, suppose that one finds positive results at Level 2. For example, in a training intervention, measurement showed that those who took the trainin
could perform in the desired new way at the end of training, while those who did not have the training could not. In this case, a Level 3 finding of no measurable change would
suggest that something in the workplace inhibited the new behavior. In Brethower’s terms, maintenance variables were neglected.

Level 1 may not be a real part of the evidentiary chain when participation in the intervention is mandatory because participants’ reactions to the intervention may not prevent
behavior change from oceurring. However, it must be considered a part of the chain when participation in the intervention is voluntary because, if people don't like the
intervention, they are less likely to participate.

Level 2 data are always a real part of the chain. One must be able to show that new skills/knowledge exist at the end of the preliminary intervention or, for non-training
interventions, that people are at least aware that they are operating with new support or under new contingencies. Similarly, without Level 2 data, Level 3 findings cannot be
linked to the primary intervention.

Level 3 shows the extent to which the desired new performance is oceurring on the job; without these data, organizational outcomes cannot be linked to the preliminary or
follow-up interventions. Level 4 data show the extent to which an organization has benefited from the intervention(s)—these data are the end of the chain.
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CHAPTER SIX
Needs Assessment: A Lighthouse Beacon*

Catherine M. Sleezer
Darlene Russ-Eft

‘Those who captain ships at sea rely on a lighthouse beacon to mark a safe path to the journey’s end. The bright, flashing light mounted on a tall tower that is visible over the
horizon also reveals underwater areas that are too risky, too shallow, or too dangerous for safe passage. The lighthouse beacon for human learning, training, and performance
improvement initiatives—whether labeled as needs analysis, needs assessment, ot some other term—is a type of evaluation that lights the path for completing an initiative and
reveals places that are too risky, dangerous, or shallow for safe passage. Such analysis takes more time and planning than simply moving forward to implement solutions; it
does, however, avoid costly mistakes and greatly increases the likelihood of an initiative’s success.

Indeed, evaluation expertise applied at the beginning of a project to assess needs (predictive analysis) may provide a higher return on investment than the evaluation expertise
that is applied after a project is completed (summative evaluation) (Bahlis, 2008; Sleezer, 1990). Such analysis can link learning and performance improvement expertise to an
organization’s strategic needs, its mission and goals, and the perceived issues. For a useful visual of this linkage, see the Pershing Performance Analysis Model (Haig & Addison,
2008).

In this chapter, we set the stage by first defining the term needs assessment and describing some needs assessment models and approaches. Then we discuss evaluation
standards and principles that are especially important when planning, implementing, or evaluating a needs assessment, and we show how the standards and principles can be
applied.

WHAT IS NEEDS ASSESSMENT?

Needs assessment is a diagnostic process for determining the important learning and performance needs in the situation and how to best address them. A “need” is the gap
betwween the current condition and the desired condition. The indicators that a needs assessment should be implemented include dissatisfaction and growing concerns with a
current learning, training, or performance situation; a sense that there are gaps in accomplishments, processes, or capacity; and the willingness to expend resources to improve
the situation. Sometimes, a needs assessment targets a subset of gaps (for example, critical incident analysis, audience analysis, technology analysis, situational analysis, media
analysis, and cost analysis).

Needs assessments are implemented in situations that are dynamic, where some information is unknown and where key players may disagree about the information that is
known. Moreover, a needs assessment either supports or challenges the current power structure. In such situations, sound evaluation practices keep a needs assessment
‘grounded and assure the integrity of the process and results.

Implementing a needs assessment involves data collection and analysis and collaboration and negotiation with key stakeholders. The data collection and analysis focus on
behaviors, processes, systems, and culture that produced the current conditions and those that are required to create the future situation and the gaps between the two sets of
conditions. Collaborating with the key stakeholders to implement the needs assessment assures that their relevant insights are shared, their incompatible beliefs are uncovered,
and that areas that are too risky, dangerous, or shallow are identified and become common knowledge. The negotiations by the analyst and the key stakeholders during the
needs assessment process about the meaning of various events and stakeholder comments clarify ambiguities and help build support for successfully implementing the
solutions.

‘Thus, the results of a needs assessment are influenced by the characteristics of the organization, the stakeholders, and the analyst (Sleezer, 1090). The needs assessment results
are also influenced by the needs assessment model that guides the process.
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USING AN APPROACH BASED ON KIRKPATRICK’S TAXONOMY

Misuses of Kirkpatrick's approach are rampant, and almost anyone working in evaluation can give you numerous examples. For example, some organizations collect only Level 1
data but represent them as Level 2 or Level 3 data. In other words, they take opinions as evidence of behavior change or impact on the job.

Merely ensuring that progress is measured at all levels of Kirkpatrick’s taxonomy is not sufficient for evaluation to be useful. Organizations first need to prepare the ground for
evaluation. An effective way to do this is to use a systems approach to conduct evaluation.

A Systems Approach to Evaluation

‘The most important success factor for evaluation is to incorporate it as an integral part of a systems approach. In any type of performance improvement work, evaluation is most
lkely to be successful if it is conducted in conjunction with initial stages of the work, during the work, at the conclusion of an intervention’s roll-out, and for some time after the
intervention has stabilized. Moseley and Dessinger (2008) refer to these stages as formative (initial analysis and during design and development), summative (at the conclusion
of roll-out), and confirmative (some time later).

In other words, evaluation is NOT done solely at the end of the analysis-design-development-implementation (ADDIE) cycle, but throughout it. Evaluation and initial
assessment are based on the same data. Front-end analysis and needs assessment determine what an organization should change in order to solve problems or take advantage
of opportunities, while evaluation determines ways to improve the interventions to achieve those changes and the extent to which the desired changes are actually achieved.
Accordingly, organizations need to determine desired outcomes before they begin to work on an intervention.

Contracting with Management in Advance

The key to determining and supporting these outcomes is contracting with management for evaluation in advance of implementing interventions. This may be more easily said
than done because managers are often leery of evaluation.

Mintzberg (1973) may have the explanation for this leeriness. He suggested that, because managers serve many different stakeholders amidst a swirl of constantly changing
circumstances, they need manipulatable data. That is, they need data that are easily adapted to meet the often-conflicting needs of various stakeholders. They need data that
they can interpret in varying ways to suit the needs of the particular stakeholders they are addressing.

Good evaluation data, however, are not easily manipulated. If evaluation research is properly designed and implemented, the resulting data will answer questions unequivocally.
So, given this “problem” with evaluation data, how does one successfully contract with management in advance?

‘The answer is to meet with key decision-makers before engaging in a performance improvement project and let them know the benefits of careful evaluation in terms of meeting
their specific needs. Show them how evaluation can improve programs or identify and support eliminating ineffective ones. Although evaluation results are not easily
‘manipulated, in the end, management chooses whether and how to implement recommendations based on evaluation data.

Once you have worked out a general agreement, establish an appropriate contract for evaluation with the organization’s management. The contract should spell out the
responsibilities that the evaluator and management have for the evaluation. Record the contract with a memo (or e-mail) of understanding. In it, specify the evaluator’s side of
the contract, which is that one will conduct a well-planned, systematic evaluation that addresses the issues that senior management finds important. Provide an attachment that
briefly summarizes the evaluation plan.
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Senior management’s side of the contract involves supporting the effort in word and deed. The memo of understanding should describe the resources management will provide
and when they will provide them; messages of support they will send to others in the organization, and when they will send them; terms of access to themselves and other key
personnel; and a guarantee for anonymity of sources during data collection.

Other Initial Factors for Ensuring Evaluation Success

Enlist the support of other stakeholders by showing them how evaluation outcomes link to their needs. Their needs will vary and may include support for budget; input for
improving interventions; impact on job results; and many others. Describe the value of information at each level in terms appropriate to specific stakeholders. For example,
training departments may want information on the relative effectiveness of courses as measured by course test results (Level 2), while supervisors might want to know the

benefit of interventions in their work units (Level 3), and general managers might be most interested in the value received for their investment in the intervention (Level 4).

TIPS FOR MEASURING EACH LEVEL OF KIRKPATRICK’S TAXONOMY
Tips for Level 0

First, don't ignore it—Level 0 doesn’t go away just because it is not systematic, well-considered data. Senior managers are likely to listen to and value the opinions of a few
confidants. Therefore, request and document Level 0 quotes from figures widely respected in your organization. Use these anecdotes informally in chats with members of the “C
Suite,” and consider using them as highlights or sidebars in evaluation reports. For example, one might write something like: “Three supervisors in the XYZ division attributed
recent increases in production to the new reward system that went into effect several months ago.”

When using Level 0 data, always also include Level 2 or higher data. Otherwise, one runs the risk of trivializing evaluation data. For example, one might use the attribution of
the three supervisors in the example above for a section in which one presents data comparing units’ production levels as a function of the installation dates of the new reward.
system.

Tips for Level 1

Measure only reactions that are in participants’ direct experience, NOT their opinions. sk for descriptions of their experiences, not judgments of them. Use Likert-style
psychometrically sound items.

For example, one might ask: “To what extent did the instructor make sure your questions were answered” or “How easily were you able to hear the instructor?” Both of these
questions are based on and describe an individual’s direct experience. If the first had been worded, “How well did the instructor answer your questions,” the query would be
asking for a judgment rather than a descriptive reaction.

When using Likert scale items to estimate participants’ future use of what was learned, ask how comfortable they would be using specific skills back on the job—an estimate of
self-efficacy, NOT how well they learned something. Their answers may be more meaningful. Research (for example, Clark, 1982) shows that participants’ self-ratings of their
skills do not correlate well with actual proficiency.

For example, ask for opinions on something like “I would be comfortable on the job translating the following article from French to English.” (Provide a typical example of the
type of article to be translated on the job.) This gives a concrete way for participants to estimate their degree of learning. One would get less accurate results if one asked for their
opinions on a more general item, such as “I am comfortable translating French to English.”
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Tips for Level 2

‘The most important tip for Level 2 is to test performance, which may be either  skill used under specified conditions to meet specified standards or knowledge applied under
specified conditions to meet specified standards. Table 0.3 provides an example and non-example of each.

Another important tip for measuring at Level 2 is to select or develop criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) whenever possible. CRTs measure what learners need to do (or
knowledge they need to apply) in order to perform satisfactorily on the job. CRTs may address an entire job, a task, or a subset of a task, depending on the objectives of the
intervention for which it is used.

Table 9.3 Examples and Non-Examples of Performance Test Items

Example 'Non-Example
Knowledge-  “Review this article and list at least three areas requiring analysis for impact on the United  “List four key criteria for selecting targets of analysis.”
based States.”

Skill-based  “Use the provided cotton swab and antiseptic solution to prepare an area on the triceps for  “Select the correct sequence for preparing to perform a
subcutaneous injection (standard is circular swabbing motion for thirty seconds).” subcutaneous injection from choices a through d below.”

Atleast one item on a criterion-referenced test is required to measure each objective addressed by the training or other intervention (Swezey & Pearlstein, 2001, p. 927). The
first practical guide for criterion referenced test development and use was written by Swezey (1981), based largely on work conducted by Pearlstein & Swezey (1974). Shrock and
Coscarelli (2007) offer a recent practical guide.

Base end-of-intervention performance tests on intervention objectives. For example, ask: “What does Objective X state that employees will do differently on the job?” Then ask:
“What can I measure at the end of the intervention to see whether employees can do that Objective X thing to a standard on the job?” For example, if an objective stated that
employees would be able to prepare a work breakdown structure to X standards, the test item would be something like: “Given the following information, prepare a work
breakdown structure meeting X standards.”

When possible, measure pre-intervention performance before measuring end-of-intervention performance. Comparison of pre- and post-measures provides a basis for showing
that improvement resulted from intervention. However, sometimes logistics, safety considerations, or other factors prevent taking pre-measures. When measuring pre-
intervention performance is not possible, screen the candidate for previous experience. In other words, avoid putting people through interventions if they already perform ata
post-intervention level. In addition, if one is not able to measure pre-intervention performance levels, report that post-measures show only that participants could perform at
the end of the intervention. Acknowledge that they may have been able to perform before the intervention, but point out that candidates were screened to reduce the chances
that those with the necessary prerequisites or experience participated in the intervention.

Tips for Level 3

First, use existing measures of on-the-job performance whenever possible. Doing so meets two goals: (1) addressing on-the-job performance that management already considers
important enough to measure and (2) minimizing the data collection effort, thereby maximizing the probability that data will be collected.

Second, use a simple quasi-experimental design—pre- and post-measures of those who have completed the intervention compared to equivalent time series measures of those
who have not yet begun the intervention. Shadish, Cook, and Campbell (2002) provide an excellent text on quasi-experimental designs.

Third, keep the research esign as simple as possible. Table 0.4 shows a model of a simple Level 3 quasi-experimental design.
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Table 9.4 Example of Quasi-Experimental Design for Level 3 Research

When Measured

Quasi-Experimental No Intervention Subgroup Intervention

Condition

Subgroup Just Before A= Performance at Time X B = Performance at Time X

Intervention

Appropriate Later Time C = Performance at Time X + 3° months (*-same interval as used for D = Performance at Time X + 3* months (**-will vary by type of

measurement D) intervention)

Using this design, one randomly assigns employees from the same group to two subgroups, a subgroup that receives the intervention and another that does not. Then measure
the performance of both subgroups just before the intervention. If the assignment is truly random, there should be no significant difference between the two subgroups’
behaviors at this point.

After an interval that allows participants in the intervention to demonstrate behavior change on the job, measure on-the-job performance of both subgroups. Random
assignment to groups should ensure that other factors balance out. Therefore, the difference between the two subgroups after the intervention reflects that intervention’s impact
on on-the-job behavior.

Use appropriate inferential statistics—such as Chi square or analysis of variance—to establish the significance of results. If the subgroup with the intervention showed
significantly more improvement over the period than the similar subgroup that did not receive the intervention, one can reject the hypothesis that the intervention had no
impact on performance. If one fails to find a significant difference, one fails to reject that null hypothesis.

‘The timing of measurement is critical and will depend on the nature of the intervention. For example, while training or job aids may produce results quickly, a change in
feedback or reward systems is more likely to take longer to achieve results. Therefore, consider doing several comparisons like the one shown in Table 0.4, one at three months,
for example, and another at six months.

Tips for Level 4

Tips for Level 4 are similar to tips for Level 3. First, measure what senior management regards as organizational benefits. One should already know this information because of
the contract with senior management done as the initial step of evaluation. In the same vein, use senior managers’ existing measures whenever possible. This time, focus on
‘macro-level outcomes—those that affect the entire organization, and, if the organization is willing, at the mega-level.

Table 0.5 shows how to modify the quasi-experimental design used for Level 3 to work with Level 4. Instead of measuring unit-level performance before and after interventions,
‘Tmeasure the targeted organizational outcomes.
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Table 9.5 Example of Quasi-Experimental Design for Level 4 Research

Quasi-Experimental Condition
First Round of No Intervention Subgroup Intervention Subgroup

Measurement

Just Before Organizational Outcomes at Time X Organizational Outcomes at Time X

Intervention

Appropriate Later  Organizational Outcomes at Time X + 3° months (*~same interval asused for  Organizational Outcomes at Time X + 3°* months (**-will vary
Time post-intervention measurement) by type of intervention)

New Quasi-Experimental Condition

Second Round of Intervention Subgroup 'No New Intervention Subgroup

Measurement

Just Before Organizational Outcomes at Time Y Organizational Outcomes at Time Y

Intervention

After Intervention  Organizational Outcomes at Time Y + 3* months Organizational Outcomes at Time Y + 3* months

(-This time, use the same after-intervention delay that you used during the first round of measurement.)

For example, one might measure organizational productivity before and after the intervention, just as one measured subgroup performance at Level 3. However, at Level 4 there
is an additional difficulty: It will NOT be possible to assign individuals randomly in work units to the intervention condition because the intervention will impact entire groups
of work units in specific divisions or locations. Instead, one will need to use separate entities, whether entire divisions or separate geographical locations, in order to have at
least one condition in which the intervention has impact and another in which it cannot yet have had impact.

‘Thus, even if the entities show significant differences in achieving organizational results, one may not be able to attribute those differences to the experimental condition alone.
Asecond round of measurement becomes necessary, as shown in Table 0.5. During this second round, organizational entities that did not receive the intervention during the
first round will receive it. If the intervention resulted in the change in organizational outcomes, then a pre- to post-intervention comparison should show a significant
improvement in the same way that it did in the first round of measurement. If the difference does NOT surface, factors other than the intervention may have affected the entities
in the first comparison.

Another tip for Level 4 is to include ROI as an integral part. Any organizational benefit may be accomplished at a price, but are the benefits worth the price? If one cannot show
that the value of the benefits exceeds the cost of the intervention, then one would NOT want to repeat the intervention without serious modification.

Finally, when considering the cost of interventions in a cost/benefit analysis, use senior management's standard approaches to costs. For example, if senior management does
not normally include certain overhead costs in determining ROL do not include those overhead costs. Phillips (1997) has shown numerous ways to calculate both the costs and
the benefits sides of the equation.
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SUMMARY

Kirkpatrick's evaluation taxonomy can be used as an effective part of organizational performance improvement interventions. It lends itself to a systems approach. Systems start
by specifying desired outcomes—and an organization can adjust its processes and practices until those outcomes are achieved. By providing data along an evidentiary chain,
evaluation gives an organization the information it needs to align processes and practices to achieve desired outcomes.

Akey to effective evaluation is keeping it simple. Overly complex systems are hard to initiate and harder to maintain. Keeping it simple means using existing data as much as
possible; and using replicable, sound methodology to show links between evaluation levels and outcomes. Although inferential statistics intimidates some, their use can be
described in simple terms to show that changes benefiting the organization were the result of the applied performance improvement interventions, as opposed to other factors.

Done well, evaluation meets many stakeholders’ needs by showing the overall worth of a performance improvement intervention and by helping to improve ongoing
interventions so that they achieve organizational benefits. Because various stakeholders see benefits in different ways, evaluation should address benefits according to their
differing perspectives. When evaluation is done well, everyone wins. Those paying for performance interventions get evidence of their worth. Those developing, implementing,
and supporting the performance interventions find ways to improve them. Various organizational entities benefit from the interventions. Finally, when organizations address
the mega level, society itself may benefit.
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CHAPTER TEN
Ethical Considerations in Performance Measurement

David L. Solomon

Long before the Standards of Performance Technology and Code of Ethics (International Society for Performance Improvement) were published in 2002, ethical considerations
for performance improvement professionals represented a growing concern in a developing field. In 1977, the Joint Certification Task Force, sponsored by the Association for
Educational Communications and Technology (AECT) and the National Society for Performance and Instruction (NSPL now the International Society for Performance
Improvement), was established (The International Board of Standards for Training, Performance and Instruction). Since then, there have been various efforts to create guiding
principles within the field (Dean, 1903; Guerra, 2006; Kaufman & Clark, 1099; Westgaard, 1988), including work from The International Board of Standards for Training,
Performance and Instruction, which grew out of the Joint Certification Task Force. Still these standards, ethics, and codes of conduct never really explain what to do or how to
handle an ethical dilemma (the “PT Standards” and “Code of Ethics” may be found at wwyw.ispi.org/). Kaufman (1987) asked a very important question: “Do we ask questions of
ourselves and others relative to the merit, worth, and usefulness of what to do, or do we simply do that which we are asked and obliviously follow instructions?” (p. 48). The goal
of this chapter is to provide a range of responses to Kaufman's question, since the answers are rarely going to be clearly defined and will likely involve varying levels of
compromise.

‘Human performance technology (HPT) is all about people, and people vary. In addition, there are many different stakeholders involved in measuring performance, each with
different responsibilities, values, goals, and a broad range of organizations to which they belong. Clearly, there are some organizations in which measurement is part of the
culture and others in which measurement s the newest strategic goal. With so many variables, performance measurement is not the easiest workplace challenge, and ethical
considerations add another layer of complexity. Further, ethics as an area of inquiry can be quite complicated because the topic is quite expansive.

It would be easy to devote an entire chapter to an exploration of ethics; however, the focus of this chapter is really about finding the best path to follow at the “moment of
truth”—that moment when an ethical decision must be made. Before delving into ethical considerations for HPT professionals, the question remains, what are ethics? Generally,
ethics are the principles of conduct that govern individuals and groups (Dean, 1994) and it is reasonable to assume that there are generally accepted ethical principles that can
be broadly applied (Brown & Stiliwell, 2005). For example, a generally accepted code of ethics would not cause harm to others, would be anchored in truth, and would strive to
‘make society a better place. Further, a discussion about ethics should also address the notion of integrity, where one’s actions become aligned with principles of conduct. Later
in this chapter, a definition of integrity is offered for consideration. For those who are interested in learning more about ethical theory as it relates to HPT, there are excellent
resources available (Dean, 1093; Guerra, 2006). Given the Standards of Performance Technology and Code of Ethics (International Society for Performance Improvement),
along with “common ethical values that are applicable and knowable to all, regardless of gender, race, age, wealth, class, politics or religion” (Josephson Institute as cited in
Brown & Stilwell, 2005, p. 23), there are four areas in which ethical considerations can guide the behavior of professionals in the field:

« Designing performance management systems (PMS);
« Collecting data;

+ Analyzing performance; and

+ Reporting findings.
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OVERVIEW OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

As members of a professional community, we have an obligation to preserve and safeguard public confidence in our field, and performance measurement can pose a number of
challenges. HPT professionals are expected to focus on results and to be very clear about what will be measured or the evidence that will be used to evaluate success.
Accordingly, there are design considerations that follow, and it is helpful to clarify the functions of the performance measurement system, since each function will influence
design (Kerssens-van Drongelen & Fisscher, 2003). Further, from a systemic viewpoint, the various functions of performance measurement systems are interrelated, and HPT
professionals are expected to understand how each of the various parts influence the work, the worker, and the workplace. A taxonomy of possible performance measurement

system functions (Kerssens-van Drongelen, 1999, p. 46) has surfaced in the literature, which offers  systematic approach to the design process. See Exhibit 10.1.

10.1. Taxonomy of Performance Measurement System Functions

1. Provide insight into deviations from objectives and into environmental factors to support the diagnosis by manager as to whether, and if so, which steering
‘measures to apply.

2. Support learning, which may lead to improved knowledge about the organization and its processes and about the impact of external factors and corrective measures
on performance and that way facilitate better organization and steering in the future.

3. Support the process of alignment and communication of objectives.
4. Support decision making on performance-based rewards.

5. Provide insight into deviations from objectives and into environmental factors to support the diagnosis by employees as to whether, and if so, which steering
‘measures to apply.

6. Help to justify existence, decisions, and performance.
7. Motivate people by giving them feedback about the measured performance.

Measurement Considerations

Once the HPT professional has identified desired outcomes and considered the various functions of the performance measurement system, another logical step in the process
will be clarifying what will be measured. In recent years, there seems to be an obsessive focus on metrics, often in the absence of well-designed performance measurement
systems. While this is not entirely bad—in the sense that the desire for data-driven decision making is honorable—it becomes problematic when the desired workplace behaviors
are not included in the discussion. Performance measurement can be a tremendous challenge for organizations that do not have the experience or expertise with systematic
approaches to improving productivity and competence, which also adds a layer of complexity for the HPT professional. Often, performance measurement will reside within
'human resources or training departments, where one of the functions of the system will be to support learning. In these situations, one should expect to have discussions about
“the four levels of measurement,” derived from Kirkpatrick's (1950) evaluation model. While a discussion about the relevancy of Kirkpatrick’s model is well beyond the scope of
this chapter, it is interesting to note that Kirkpatrick's original article introduced “four steps” for evaluating training programs. By today’s standards, measuring human
performance and Kirkpatrick's four steps for evaluating training programs appear incongruous; however, the model can be a useful tool for helping organizations adopt a
culture of measurement. Kirkpatrick’s model is widely used because it is simple and practical and offers guidelines for how to get started and how to proceed (Kirkpatrick, 1996).
‘Sometimes, getting started is more important than (what appears to be) endless dialogue for business executives who are unfamiliar with performance measurement. And, while
the four-level model may not be ideal, it offers a pragmatic compromise for introducing the concept of measurement to organizations that want to get started with “metrics™
quickly.
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‘The four-level model also suggests the importance of creating a balanced representation of performance, which is one of the most important ethical considerations involved in
the design of performance management systems (Kerssens-van Drongelen & Fisscher, 2003). The Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1096), which was popularized in the
19905, promoted the need for focusing on the human issues related to performance in addition to financial measures. As a result, a balanced scorecard provides a
comprehensive view of a business, which in turn, provides guidance in the design of performance measurement systems. The fundamental idea is that performance measures
will guide and direct behavior within an organization, so it is important to measure a range of activities or results that are important to successfully achieving organizational
goals.

Managing Expectations

Finally, one of the most important design considerations involved in creating  performance measurement system is managing the scope and establishing realistic expectations.
‘Sometimes, it can take years to implement a performance measurement system and HPT professionals should be prepared for a broad range of possibilities when undertaking
such an endeavor. Ethically, there is a responsibility to explain these possibilities, which will vary from one environment to the next. In organizations in which there is evidence
of a functional performance measurement system, the project scope could be relatively stable compared to an environment in which performance measures are conspicuously
absent. In the latter case, the potential for “scope creep” exists as the functions of the performance measurement system could shift and more stakeholders are introduced to the
design process as a project evolves. Experienced HPT professionals should be able to assess an organization’s readiness for performance measurement during the discovery
process, while someone with less experience may not have the breadth of experience to identify various factors that may influence scope. One good approach to address these
concerns is to create a phased strategy whereby a project can be grouped into a number of different activities that can be implemented over time. Regardless, there is an ethical
responsibility to communicate and clarify the assumptions associated with the design process up-front so that changes in scope can be managed in a professional manner.

Typical Conflicts

‘While one might encounter a number of conflicts designing performance management systems, some have ethical implications for the HPT professional. Some of the more
typical conflicts surround the notion that performance measures will influence behavior in organizations. Although the connection between performance measurement and
behavior may appear obvious, conflicts may arise when the system is designed around objective observations of performance, while subjective opinions are used to distribute
rewards—particularly financial ones. For example, a performance management system may be in place to support the performance review process—a seemingly objective
process; et discretionary bonuses are subjectively determined. This conflict between managing objective observations (performance) and subjective opinions that are linked to
financial rewards can have a negative impact on morale and performance. Another common flaw in performance measurement systems deals with rewarding individual
performance in a team-oriented environment. When organizations value collaborative work and the interpersonal skills needed to promote strong teams, the performance
‘management system should be designed to formally reward these types of desired outcomes (Kerr, 1975). HPT professionals should be prepared to identify conflicts arising from
an imbalance between rewards for individual and team performance. Managers can also become demotivated when they are punished for delivering bad news, so another
typical conflict involves “shooting the messenger.” When the function of the performance management system is to support continuous improvement efforts, blaming the
person who brings bad news can have serious repercussions. All of these examples, and countless others, illustrate situations in which behaviors that should be discouraged are
actually being rewarded, while desired performance is not being rewarded at all (Kerr, 1075).

In addition to conflicts arising from reward systems, HPT professionals are likely to encounter situations in which there is friction regarding time horizons, which has ethical
consequences. The desire for quick results can be problematic because performance measurement takes time. Yet, in economically challenged times, there could be clients who.
‘may want to act on incomplete or unbalanced performance data. Dealing with fragments of performance data can cause serious problems because, like the proverbial
“clephant’s ear,” the picture is incomplete. For example, sales professionals are often evaluated on sales volume; yet, product availability, poor quality, or customer service can
have a serious impact on the ability to sell. With so many factors influencing performance, is it ethical to evaluate a sales professional on a single piece of performance data?
Although this example is simplistic, it illustrates the need for a complete set of metrics to guide decision making.
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In contrast to organizations that may be in a rush to take action, there are also organizations that have difficulty choosing which metrics are important and they become mired
in “analysis paralysis.” Much has been written about organizations that wish to make a transition from training to performance improvement, and there can be many hurdles
along the way. For example, in larger companies in which the function of the performance measurement system is to support learning, data can be quite revealing, which can
pose threats, especially in highly political environments. Further, as performance measurement systems are implemented, there is a need to manage change, which can be
challenging for some managers. In these situations, it is not uncommon to find clients who are more comfortable analyzing data than making difficult decisions that impact
large groups of people.

A Range of Responses

A number of hypothetical situations have been described that HPT professionals could encounter while designing performance measurement systems:
1. What should be done when a client is inadvertently rewarding undesirable behaviors?
2. How should clients be handled when they want to act on incomplete or unbalanced performance data?
3. How can the HPT professional help the client move beyond analysis paralysis?

Interestingly, the ISPI Code of Ethics provides the following example of ethical behavior: “Even in the face of client resistance, use and promote the ISPI Standards.” The ISPI
Standards offer clearly stated performances and examples that illustrate how to implement the standards; yet, there is little guidance for dealing with client resistance.
Moreover, situations like the ones previously described require consulting skills that are not necessarily outlined in the various standards, ethics, and codes of conduct that are
connected to HPT. At the same time, managing client expectations requires consulting skills, especially when ethical considerations are involved (Solomon, 1997). The
Standards for HPT professionals outline what to do and what not to do in clearly defined situations; however, ill-defined problems can be addressed with a range of responses
based on the people involved and the situation at hand. Accordingly, “doing the right thing” is contingent upon a multitude of factors. In a field that is so focused on outcomes,
success s often defined in terms of the quantitative results that are produced. Because this chapter is devoted to ethical considerations in performance measurement, there are
certain qualitative outcomes that are equally important:

1. Client relationships. The Net Promoter Score provides feedback based on one simple question: “Would you recommend us to a friend or colleague?” (Reichheld, 2003).
‘Promoters are seen as a valuable asset based on repeat business, long-term customer relationships, and referrals. In our efforts to generate results, we need to be focused on
producing an exceptional customer experience, as well.

2. Client education. HPT professionals have an ethical responsibility for educating clients. Another measure of our success can be determined by the degree to which our clients
have acquired new knowledge and skills through our interactions with them. We should be focused on improving client competence through the consulting relationship and
progressively moving the client toward a desired state through a long-term customer relationship.

3. Adaptability. When working with performance measurement, compromise is often a valuable outcome. I have been honored to work with some true pioneers in the field of
HPT, and each of them demonstrates an uncanny ability to sense and respond to clients in very productive ways. While our methods and procedures are often systematic,
true masters are flexible and adaptable to client needs.

In evaluating the three hypothetical situations that were introduced in this chapter, it is possible to reflect on the strength of the client relationship, the degree of client
education provided, and the ability to compromise as “soft” measures of success. In the paragraphs that follow, the same ideas can be used to interpret cases that breathe life
into ethical considerations involving data collection, data analysis, and reporting.
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MODELS FOR NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Needs assessments are implemented in complex systems and organizations; thus, a change in one part of the system can affect other levels and parts. For example, a needs
assessment within an organization can produce results that contribute to the larger shared society (Kaufman, 2003). Three kinds of needs commonly found in organizational
settings include:
« Learning needs: These are gaps in knowledge and skill between the current and desired conditions. Most needs assessment experts agree that individuals have learning
needs. In addition, growing bodies of literature describe team and organizational learning needs.

« Individual performance needs: These are gaps between current and desired conditions relative to a person’s accomplishments, behaviors, or capacity for performance.

« Strategic or operational business needs: These are gaps between current and desired conditions for an organizational unit or for an entire organization. Closing these gaps is
critical for the long-term success of the organization or one of its units.

Needs may also be determined for various groups (such as specific teams, departments, organizational units) or for groups with specific foci (such as sales performance or

‘management).

Learning and performance needs may be only vaguely understood when they initially surface. As Harless (1970) observed, when confronted with problems, organizations tend

to look for solutions even before the problem is fully defined. Harless, a leader in needs assessment, focused on accomplishment, and he coined the term “front-end analysis,”

which he defined as “all the smart things a manager does before addressing  solution to a human performance problem” (p. v). Front-end analysis s used to determine the root

causes of performance problems. The title of Harless’ ook, 4n Ounce of Analysis Is Worth a Pound of Objectives, communicates well his view on the relationship between

needs assessments and instructional objectives.

Gilbert (1978) proposed the behavior engineering model (BEM), which has become a classic model for measuring performance. The BEM describes the relationships among

behaviors, accomplishments, and performance. Behaviors are what people do, accomplishments are their outputs, and individual performance includes both behaviors and

accomplishments.

Mager and Pipe (1984) differentiated between performance problems that result from a skill deficiency and those that result from other causes, such as lack of motivation or

obstacles to performing. There is little point to providing individuals with knowledge and skils if the lack of performance is caused by low motivation or obstacles to performing

(such as lack of resources).

Kaufman (1992, 2005) introduced the organization elements model (OEM). In this model, needs assessment and strategic planning are used to link and define an organization’s

desired external and internal results. Elements in the OEM include the following:

« Inputs: The resources an organization uses
« Processes: The internal ways, means, methods, activities, and procedures an organization uses to achieve desired results
« Products: The results produced within an organization

« Outputs: The end results delivered outside an organization

« Outcomes: The effects or payoffs for clients and society
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ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS, INTEGRITY, AND PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

‘The concept of integrity will guide and direct the remainder of this chapter, as integrity and ethics—principles of conduct for individuals and groups—are intimately connected.
s with the word “ethics,” the word “integrity” means different things to different people, so a definition is needed to promote clarity. In his book, Integrity, Stephen Carter
(196) offers the following definition:

Integrity, as I will use the term, requires three steps: (1) discerning what is right and what is wrong; (2) acting on what you have discerned, even at personal cost; and (3)
saying openly that you are acting on your understanding of right from wrong. The first criterion captures the idea of integrity as requiring a degree of moral reflectiveness.
‘The second brings in the ideal of an integral person as steadfast, which includes the sense of keeping commitments. The third reminds us that a person of integrity is
unashamed of doing the right. (p. 7)

‘This concept of integrity provides a framework for individuals who are involved in performance measurement, especially as ethical issues arise. Working with data—collection,
analysis, and reporting—may involve challenging situations depending upon the stakeholders involved, so cases will be presented for reflection and/or discussion with peers.
More importantly, there are best practices that apply more broadly to working with data than the occasional ethical dilemmas that oceur throughout  person’s career. Each of
the following sections (Data Collection, Data Analysis, and Reporting) begins with a discussion of best practices and concludes with a case study.

Data Collection

Specifying data collection methods are an integral part of designing a PMS, and it is important during this phase of a project to ensure that realistic and attainable goals have
been established for data collection. Data should provide insight into performance and should focus on the vital few metrics—as opposed to measuring everything, which is a
trap for many novice evaluators. Nevertheless, educational activities promote success, and everyone who will be working with data should be oriented to the PMS function(s)
and trained for their specific roles in the process. For multiple data collectors, consistency and researcher bias are important concerns that educational activities can address.
Whether the goal is collecting quantitative, qualitative, or “soft” metrics (often intangible assets that may not be apparent), consistency of data collection should be a goal.

‘Sample size is another area in which ethical considerations arise. Often, the desire for statistical significance may impact data collection costs and it is important to evaluate
whether or not statistical significance is mandatory. In his book, The Wisdom of Crowds: Why the Many Are Smarter Than the Few and How Collective Wisdom Shapes
Business, Economies, Societies, and Nations, James Surowiecki (2004) suggests that a diverse collection of people are likely to make better decisions than subject-matter
experts. While Surowieckis thesis is controversial, the insight that applies to performance measurement is that smaller, diverse samples often yield results that are
comparatively close to statistically significant samples. Working with smaller samples may contribute to improved efficiency and data collection costs, which should be
considered and evaluated by all stakeholders.

Finally, as a best practice, unanticipated outcomes and non-solicited data should be embraced, and management should be briefed about the value derived from unexpected
findings. It is important and healthy to communicate that performance measurement may yield some surprising discoveries, and thus evaluators need to assess the readiness of
stakeholders to receive information that may be difficult to accept. This type of discussion should occur throughout the life of a project so that data collection efforts can be
conducted without incident. Performance measurement reveals opportunities and stakeholders need to be prepared for a range of possibilities prior to data collection. In the
following case, client interference with data collection poses a challenge that may be encountered, and it is helpful to think about potential approaches for mitigating these
concerns.




image48.png
Case 10.1. Client Interference with Data Collection.

Abrand manager for a pharmaceutical company was concerned that sales representatives did not have the prerequisite knowledge and skills to support the launch of a
new product. The sales force consisted of both newer and more tenured employees and the level of knowledge, skills, and abilities was highly variable. In partnership
with the sales training department, the brand team relied on a training manager to work with a supplier who was selected to design the launch training program. The
supplier designed a study to evaluate performance using a group of randomly selected sales representatives. When presented with this plan, the training manager
insisted on selecting all of the subjects. The supplier explained the importance of collecting data from a random sample that was representative of the larger group. The
training manager rejected this approach and explained that sales representatives need to be seeing customers, and it is a tremendous challenge to randomly pull
subjects out of the field, even if only for a few hours. During a weekly status meeting, the supplier explained this predicament to the brand manager, who said: “He’s
just afraid that you're going to find out his sales training program isn’t working!”

Discussion Questions
1. What opportunities exist for the supplier to build a relationship of trust with the training manager?
2. What can the supplier o to help the client acquire new knowledge and skills through interactions with them?
3. How can the supplier and training manager arrive at a compromise whereby everyone’s needs can be reasonably addressed?
4. Given the definition of integrity (Carter, 1996), what options exist for the evaluator to maintain integrity throughout this phase of the project?

Data Analysis

Although data analysis typically follows data collection, the data analysis plan should be clearly outlined as the PMS is designed. Data analysis involves examining data and
summarizing it so that useful information can be derived for formulating conclusions or recommendations. It is very important to contextualize the data analysis activities;
therefore, it helps to establish a framework for applying these analyses. It may be useful to revisit the functions of the performance measurement system (Kerssens-van
Drongelen & Fisscher, 2003) so that analyses can support the intended purposes of the PMS. The human performance technology (HPT) model (Van Tiem, Moseley, &
Dessinger, 2004) can also provide a context for understanding data analysis because performance analysis and cause analysis provide guidance for working with data as well.

Once a framework has been established for data analysis, it is important to revisit the data analysis plan that was specified during the design phase of the project. At first glance,
there should be alignment between the analyses (frequencies, averages, content analysis) and the function of the PMS. The methods and procedures that were documented in
the design phase need to be revisited and evaluated, as adjustments may be necessary. Perhaps there were fewer subjects available or extant data that was expected was not
delivered. One should expect that a data analysis plan may require revision once the data are collected and the framework for analysis has been clarified and understood. From
an ethical standpoint, communicating any changes in the analysis plan to stakeholders is paramount.

‘With a focus on ethical considerations, a detailed explanation about how to prepare data, interpret results, and summarize findings is beyond the scope of this chapter.
Nonetheless, ethical dilemmas may surface during these activities and it helps to be prepared. Common sense has not yet been introduced from an ethical perspective, and it is
‘most fitting to discuss it here. Just as there are generally accepted ethical principles that can be broadly applied (Brown & Stilwell, 2005), common sense refers to good
judgment based on what people in common would perceive in a given situation. For performance improvement professionals, common sense suggests that we do not alter data
as it is being prepared for analysis and that there is rigor behind any interpretation of results. When findings are summarized, common sense tells us that we must be truthful
and transparent. In fact, the Standards of Performance Technology and Code of Ethics (International Society for Performance Improvement) remind us all what common sense
should look like in our profession. Nonetheless, performance improvement professionals will encounter ethical challenges to our common sense, and the following case offers a
situation that is riddled with compleity.
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Case 10.2. Falsifying Data.

‘The automotive industry spends significant money on dealership training, and one manufacturer conducts a “fall tour” that visits twenty-five cities in the United States
to promote its products, which includes experiential “ride-and-drive” activities with competitive products. The client responsible for this event supervises a
multimillion-dollar budget and wields a lot of power. Well-known for being politically motivated, he often “manages by fear.” The agency working on the fall tour was
busy collecting a variety of data from each of the cities, including information such as attendance, test scores, certification data, and exit surveys. In a number of cities,
inclement weather appeared to have a drastic impact on attendance, and satisfaction scores were much lower in these markets. The client instructed the agency to
falsify the attendance records and eliminate survey data from any market where there was bad weather. Barbara was the account supervisor at the agency and did not
know what to do. When she tried to explain that she was uncomfortable following his instructions, he reminded her that “This isn't something worth getting fired over.”
Distraught, she went to her supervisor, who explained that f they reported him to a senior executive, the agency would likely lose millions of dollars in business.
Barbara decided to follow instructions; and she also made sure to conduct an accurate analysis for safekeeping.

Discussion Questions

1. If part of the definition of integrity includes “acting on what you have discerned, even at personal cost” (Carter, 1096, p. 7), how would a performance consultant
describe Barbara’s response to this situation?

2. Is there any room for compromise in this case?

3. What would a performance improvement specialist o in this situation?

Reporting Findings

So, we have progressed from design to data collection and analysis to one of the final steps, where ethical considerations are of supreme importance. Reporting findings should
be one of the easiest steps because the previous activities consume most of the time that is involved in the overall process. Given the concepts of ethics and common sense
previously discussed, reporting findings should be relatively straightforward. In addition, the ISPI Code of Ethics also provides further guidance. The “Integrity Principle”
instructs professionals in our field to “exhibit the highest level of professional objectivity in gathering, evaluating, and communicating information about the activity or process
being examined, or the results achieved” (International Society for Performance Improvement). Straightforward, right?

‘With so many options available, perhaps the most challenging ethical consideration is determining how to report the findings in a way that is useable and “actionable” by the
audience. Preparing a reader-centered report involves a deepened understanding of one’s audience, beyond the specific needs that motivated the inquiry to a more generalized
point of view about the way in which people communicate within an organization. Over time, performance improvement professionals may develop their own “voice” for
reporting information to stakeholders, and the challenge is learning how to adapt that voice across media disciplines. There was once a time when most reports were written
documents; however, Microsoft Office PowerPoint has influenced the way in which findings are reported in organizations. Not too long age, people used transparencies to
support speakers in live presentations. While PowerPoint is promoted as a presentation tool, the fact remains that more and more reports are prepared in PowerPoint, which
has implications for writing style, the use of graphic support, and presentation skills. Performance improvement professionals should be prepared to write reports in
PowerPoint that include the visual display of data. Although there are many resources available to develop these skills, Edward Tufte’s work should be included in the
performance improvement professional’s review of the literature. Tufte is a professor emeritus at Yale University, where he taught courses in statistical evidence, information
design, and interface design; he has also written seven books. One of his pieces, The Cognitive Style of PowerPoint (Tufte, 2003), is particularly relevant to reporting findings,
and it offers interesting insights for the performance improvement professional.
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Beyond PowerPoint, digitally enhanced methods for reporting data can be seen across company intranets with scorecards or dashboards that provide people with just-in-time
‘metrics for managing performance. While ethics is concerned with the principles of conduct that govern individuals and groups (Dean, 1094), performance improvement
professionals should be tuned in to organizational culture in order to select the most effective methods for communicating findings. Again, these types of decisions should be
‘made during the design phase of a project; a best practice for determining effective methods for communicating is to request and evaluate exemplary reports.

‘There are many faces of performance measurement in the workplace, and it helps to have a solid understanding of the functions of the PMS (see Exhibit 10.1) prior to reporting.
Measurement activity may represent a specific point in time, a continuous pulse on performance, or it may be the impetus for a significant performance improvement effort.
Regardless, the ethical and moral considerations involved in reporting should be very clear at this point. Unfortunately, performance improvement professionals may encounter
challenging situations that test one’s integrity and present an ethical dilemma. In the following case, the graphic representations of data are completely accurate but misleading,
which provides a final opportunity to reflect.

‘This last case is alittle different from the other two because the sales manager acted alone, and in the other cases the evaluators were engaged in a client relationship where an
ethical dilemma surfaced. Our common sense tells us that the sales manager acted inappropriately; yet, Kaufman’s (1987) question is still relevant. The audience for a
presentation has an ethical responsibility to challenge the sales manager instead of simply going through the motions and accepting information at face value. This is the very
essence of ethical responsibility. Aristotle’s concept of responsibility includes the notion that human action is either voluntary or non-voluntary and that acting in ignorance is a
choice whereby a person has lost some degree of responsible self-control (Broadie, 1091). Kauftan’s question is riveting because it is as trenchant and meaningful today as it
was decades ago: Do we challenge ourselves and others or do we blindly follow instructions?

Case 10.3. Deceptive Graphics.

In one sales organization, a decision had to be made to reduce headcount, and there were many debates about whether or not it made sense to retain the more
experienced and seasoned sales force or to develop the less-experienced sales professionals who had lower base salaries. Although the more experienced sales
professionals had higher sales volume, they also had higher base salaries. A decision was made to collect performance data to guide the decision-making process. The
sales manager was torn. He had developed several deep and lasting relationships with the more experienced sales force and also knew that he had a fiduciary duty to
the company. He decided that he would prepare his report and present the facts. While preparing his PowerPoint presentation, he cut and pasted a bar chart comparing
the performance of the experienced and novice sales professionals. The chart was a bit small for the slide, so he dragged one of the corners of the graphic to fill the page.
To his surprise, the tall, thin graphics made the differences between the two groups appear extreme; and, he did not have to manipulate any data. Now, slight
differences between the two groups appeared to be significant.

Discussion Questions
1. If the data reported are factual, how should the sales manager respond to the question, “How would the difference in performance between the two groups be
explained?”
2. Would this situation to be an ethical dilemma if the sales manager did not realize that he was distorting the data?
3. What are the ethical responsibilities of the audience in this situation?
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CONCLUSIONS

One of the goals of this chapter was to clarify that the performance improvement professional will likely encounter situations that represent a challenge to personal integrity,
and the path is not always going to be clear. The Standards of Performance Technology and Code of Ethics (International Society for Performance Improvement) provide some
guidance and direction, but they do not address the gray areas where situational factors and circumstances yield a range of acceptable responses. The performance improvement
professional’s world may not be well-defined like the Standards and Code of Ethics. Another goal of this chapter was to place greater emphasis on the “human” element and
focus less on “performance technology.” As a field of inquiry, HPT is still all about people—first and foremost. While the Standards tell us to focus on results, sometimes people
need to be reminded to be human too. The “Integrity Principle” does not even come close to that!

Integrity, as defined by Carter (1996) is reminiscent of Polonius’ advice to his son Laertes in Hamlet: “To thine own self be true.” Ethics may address principles of conduct
(Dean, 1094), and common sense may reflect what people deem to be good judgment; yet, the performance improvement professional still has to look in the mirror each day.
That is when integrity becomes very important. Performance technology is an evidence-based field of practice and sometimes it can appear to be cold or mechanistic. When
working with verifiable evidence, performance may appear to be black or white. Hopefully, this chapter will help performance improvement professionals tap into some of the
underlying human feelings and emotions that guide practice. It is important to reflect on these feelings and to feel good about that value we provide while working ethically to
strengthen the field. At all times, performance improvement professionals should remember the importance of integrity in relation to the people we serve.
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Rummler and Brache (1995) revolutionized the practice of needs assessment in organizations. Instead of referring to  traditional organizational chart with its departmental
silos, they described an organization as a system with such components as inputs, a processing system, outputs, markets, and shareholders. They also showed the importance of
the interrelationships among departments. Needs assessment practitioners who understand the systems view of organizations can move beyond focusing on activities that oceur
within departmental silos to focusing on activities that occur across departments.

Rummler and Brache also described the importance of diagnosing performance needs that occur at three levels: the organization, the processes, and the individual jobs and
performers. Because the three levels are interdependent and critical to the whole system’s optimal performance, a failure at any one level can affect the ability of the
organization to perform optimally. Today most needs assessment practitioners view organizations s systems comprised of subsystems.

Today, we find that the literature describes many types of analysis (such as systems task analysis, knowledge task analysis, environmental analysis, cause analysis, extant data
analysis) and many approaches to needs assessment (for example, Altschuld & Witkin, 2000; Rossett, 2000; Swanson, 2007; Van Tiem, Moseley, & Dessinger, 2004). While it is
beyond the scope of this chapter and the patience of most of our readers to cover all the approaches to needs assessment, the next section describes four commonly used
approaches.

FOUR APPROACHES TO ORGANIZATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT
‘This section describes the following approaches to organizational needs assessment:

1. Knowledge and skills assessment

2. Job and task analysis

3. Competency assessment

4. Strategic needs assessment

‘Examples of when to use each approach and the phases and steps required for each type of needs assessment are described in the following sections. Note that these approaches
can be used separately or in combination. Figure 6.1 shows the time and labor required for the each of four approaches that are described in this chapter. Additional details on
each of these approaches, along with data collection instruments and other tools, can be found in Gupta, Sleezer, and Russ-Eft (2006).

4 Strategic needs assessment

3 Competency assessment

Tine

2 Job and task analysis

1 Knowledge and skills assessment

>
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Figure 6.1 Comparison of Time and Labor Requirements for the Four Needs Assessment Approaches.
Adapted from A Practical Guide to Needs Assessment (2nd ed.) by Gupta, Sleezer, and Russ-Eft.

Knowledge and Skills Assessment

s a training manager for a manufacturing firm, you may be asked to provide an employee safety curriculum; as an HR manager for a government agency you may be
considering training the agency’s employees on newly adopted policies; or as the adult educator for an international consortium, you may be considering updating the
orientation program for new employees. A knowledge and skills assessment provides just the right beacon of light for systematically examining the developmental needs of a
group and for determining if training is an appropriate solution. The purposes of a knowledge and skill assessment are

1. To identify the knowledge and skills that people must possess in order to perform effectively on the job and

2. To prescribe appropriate interventions that can close the knowledge and skl gaps.
Aknowledge and skills assessment has five phases:

Phase 1. Gather preliminary data provides a holistic perspective and establishes specific goals for the needs assessment. Completing this phase requires gathering background.
data by reviewing the available documents and talking with key individuals. During this phase, the analyst may discover that key stakeholders have different goals or that
training is not an appropriate solution. Such a discovery suggests that the analyst may need to modify the direction of the assessment.

Phase 2. Plan involves developing a work plan to ensure that the needs assessment stays on target. The plan details the types of data that must be collected, the sources of data,
the tools that will be used to collect data, and the approaches that will be used to analyze the data.

Phase 3. Performance training requirements analysis involves developing or adapting tools for collecting the data (for example, an interview form or a survey instrument).
Data are also collected during this phase. The Practical Guide to Needs Assessment (2nd ed.) contains a tool book with various data collection instruments and other needs
assessment documents that can be adapted for specific situations. The book also contains tips on how to collect and analyze data.

Phase 4. Analyze the data involves using the process that was specified in the plan to evaluate the data collected in the previous phase.

Phase 5. Prepare and present a report involves creating a formal report that details the needs assessment process and results. The report may be written and/or oral.

Job and Task Analysis

As an HR practitioner you may be asked to prepare job profiles or job descriptions; as a technical trainer, you may be asked to develop training for highly specialized or highly
technical jobs; or as a chief learning officer, you may be involved in redesigning jobs and tasks for a work group. A job and task analysis provides just the right beacon of light for
assessing needs based on detailed knowledge about the scope, responsibilities, and tasks for a particular job or job function. A job and task analysis has three phases:

Phase 1. Prepare involves collecting information individually from high performers about the etails of the job. The steps of this phase include identifying the high performers,
preparing the job analysis questionnaire, and preparing materials (for example, summarizing the individual responses on a flip chart).

Phase 2. Conduct job task analysis work session involves participants collaborating to identify the key responsibilities and job tasks required for effective on-thejob
performance. They also identify training and non-training requirements for each job task. The participants use the materials gathered in Phase 1 of the needs assessment as a
resource in this phase.

Phase 3. Develop and present job training and non-training recommendations involves first reviewing and organizing the information from the work session. Then, approval
‘must be obtained from supervisors, HR, and others as needed for the job responsibilities, the tasks, and the training and non-training recommendations.
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Competency-Based Needs Assessment

As an OD manager, you may be asked to develop career paths for various job functions; as an HRD specialist, you may be charged with conducting management development;
oras an HR manager you may be required to create a system that relies on competencies for recruiting, hiring, developing, and promoting people within certain jobs. A
competency-based assessment provides the right beacon of light for identifying the knowledge, skills, attitudes, or behaviors for jobs or for job functions that enable a person to
perform effectively to the standards expected (that s, the competencies). One way to identify competencies relies on critical incidents and behavioral event interviewing. This
approach has five phases:

Phase 1. Develop a project plan involves determining how the competency model will be used (for example, for recruiting or for development), specifying the scope and
objectives for the project, selecting the people who will participate in the project, and creating a work plan.

Phase 2. Conduct behavioral interviews involves gathering and analyzing the data required to build a competency model. Data for this phase are usually gathered through
surveys, behavioral interviews, or focus groups. The behavioral information collected in this phase can specify the main responsibilities for the job, the skills and abilities needed
to be successful on the job and to accomplish each responsibility, the specific examples of when someone experienced success, and the specific examples of when someone
experienced failure.

Phase 3. Construct competency model involves creating a competency model that specifies the competencies that are required at various levels of a job and precisely defining
each competency and all the dimensions of the model. For example, the levels of jobs in the professorate could include lecturer, assistant professor, associate professor, and
professor; the levels of jobs within a research function in an organization could include research assistant, research associate, research scientist, senior research scientist, and
‘managing research scientist; the levels within a marketing function could include marketing assistant, marketing specialist, marketing supervisor, marketing manager,
‘marketing director, and marketing vice president.

Phase 4. Assess gaps involves using the competency model to identify gaps in competencies for people who perform the job functions. This phase also involves analyzing the
results. For example, a survey can be implemented that allows people to self-rate themselves on each competency. Or competencies could be assessed by supervisors or trained
assessors. The analysis of data compares the competencies for various groups (for example, the top performers compared with the average performers).

Phase 5. Implement the model involves using the model as specified in the plan that was developed during Phase 1 of the needs assessment. For example, a competency model
created for recruitment could focus on selecting individuals who have all the competencies for a job, while a competency model created for development could focus on
employees who hold the job and lack critical competencies.

Strategic Needs Assessment

As a performance improvement specialist, you may be asked which needs in a situation are the strategic needs; or as an OD consultant, you may be asked to identify the strategic
needs for a work group in a newly acquired part of the company. A strategic needs assessment, which relies on a thorough understanding of organizational strategy, identifies
the performance gaps between the current situation and the strategic goals.

A strategic needs assessment provides the right beacon of light when performance improvement needs are linked to an organization’s business strategy. It also provides the right
beacon when processes that do not add value to an organization must be identified or when the organization is taking on long-term performance improvement or culture change
initiatives. This approach has five phases:

Phase 1. Gather preliminary information about the situation to develop a better understanding of the performance need. The senior executives in a business unit can usually
provide this information.
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Phase 2. Examine external environment involves first identifying and isolating the external factors that affect a performance need and then determining their implications.
Once isolated, this information is analyzed.

Phase 3. Examine internal environment involves answering two questio

1. What s the organization’s competitive strategy given its external environment?
2. Which business processes are affected by the performance problem or performance need?
Answering these questions involves validating the business strategy, documenting current performance, and identifying causes of performance gaps.

Phase 4. Chart future events involves documenting the desired processes and performance. Also, structural, reward, and other system improvements may be developed to
support the new processes and performance.

Phase 5. Develop performance improvement plans involves converting the information from the previous phase into a performance improvement plan that includes all the
projects that will be undertaken to improve performance in the organization. Implementing this phase involves assessing the readiness for change and selecting the
interventions.

ASSESSING LEARNING AND PERFORMANCE NEEDS FOR INDIVIDUALS

In this section, we describe three approaches for assessing an individual’s learning and performance needs. In the first approach, individuals assess their situation and
determine what they need based on their unique conditions, characteristics, interests, and goals. An individual’s selection of a community college course or a college degree
often reflects this approach. As another example, individuals often gain unique on-the-job experiences by taking actions based on their own interests s well as on their
perceptions about their own knowledge and skill needs.

In the second approach, an individuals needs are determined by a source other than the individual. For example, supervisors often determine developmental needs for each of
their direct reports. Also, the many instruments that assess an individual's developmental needs based on their responses to a set of questions also reflect this approach.

In the third approach, data are collected from the individual and from external sources and data are analyzed by the individual and one or more external sources. An example of
this approach is a 360-degree assessment that relies on data from the individual, the supervisor, the direct reports, and the boss. Often the data are displayed using a computer-
generated program. The individual and a performance improvement professional can analyze the data together and jointly agree on the high-priority needs and how they will be
addressed.

Each approach has both advantages and disadvantages. An individual can provide unique observations about his or her interests and commitments for a learning or
performance improvement project. However, individuals often have faulty information and assumptions about themselves, about the larger environment in which they are
learning or performing, and about how they compare to others. The supervisors and others may provide needed insights from the perspective of the larger organization. At the
same time, they may overlook the individual’s perspectives and desires. Certainly, using data from the individual and external sources helps to link individual learning and
performance needs with organizational needs. Gathering such data may be expensive in both time and cost. Therefore, regardless of which approach is chosen, care must be
taken to assure that the identified needs truly reflect both the individual and the organization or larger environment.




