Kirkpatrick Training Evaluation Case Studies

Required reading: Kirkpatrick, chapters 10 – 23.

This set of readings in Kirkpatrick includes the chapter on “Balancing Your Evaluation Act” and 13 case studies.  Most of the cases include the actual data collection instruments, which should help you when you have to design your own questionnaires one day. It is extremely important that you learn how to construct data collection instruments and collect data because one day you will be called upon to do this. Kirkpatrick points out that you may copy or use any of the instruments included in his book. You should also review Chapter 5 in the Johnson/Christensen Educational Research text, as you think about constructing data collection instruments and as you think about the different methods of data collection. In the Johnson/Chrstensen chapter the following six methods of data collection are discussed: questionnaires, interviews, observations, focus groups, tests, secondary data (such as documents and archived data). Sometime, you should also read the short document titled SPSS Survey Tips. You can download this helpful discussion of designing survey instruments at the following url: http://www.spss.com/spssatwork/more/survey_tips.htm or http://www.spss.com/spssatwork/pdf/STIP-1298.pdf
When you read the 13 case studies, think about the following questions:

1. 
What was the program and its major purpose?

2. 
Who were the key stakeholders, evaluators, and

participants?

3. 
What levels did they evaluate?

4. 
What were the primary evaluation questions or 

objectives?

5. 
What research design or designs did they use? 

6. 
What methods of data collection did they use?


7. 
What were the major outcomes or results?

8. 
Did the evaluator(s) make evaluative judgments 

and/or recommendations?

9.
What are the strengths and weaknesses of 

each of the evaluations?

You should try to answer the above questions as you think about the case material. (By the way, you all may want to each summarize one case and put it up on document sharing. That way, the class will have summaries of all of the cases.) I will answer the nine questions for three of the case studies, but first, here is a brief summary of the chapter on “Balancing Your Evaluation Act.” 

Balancing Your Evaluation Act

This is an nice reading for anyone who thinks establishing evidence of ROI (return on investment) is all there is or should be to carrying out an effective level four evaluation. They point out that ROI is a financial outcome (it’s also, by the way, only one of many financial type ratios), and it is not the only outcome that is important to the overall success of an organization. One should also include measures of customer results, internal organizational results, and innovation and learning results. See Table 10.1 for some examples of these. In short, level four evaluation should be viewed more broadly than viewing it as “just ROI.”  Kirkpatrick intended for level four evaluation to be more than just ROI.  

Case 3.

Evaluating a Training Program on 

Presentation Skills

1. What was the program and it major purpose?

The program evaluated is called the Effective Presentations course. The purpose of this course was to improve the participants’ presentation competence and skills, including the various nonverbal aspects of making presentations.

2. Who were the key stakeholders, evaluators, and participants?

I assume that the primary evaluator was Steven Bond, who is a member of the evaluation services office at Arthur Andersen. The key client or stakeholder listed is the management development group that conducted the Effective Presentations training course. It is not specified to whom the management development group must report. The participants in the evaluation were 46 individuals who completed the training course. These participants worked at various offices of Arthur Anderson in the U.S. or in other countries. 

3. What levels did they evaluate?

They reported that they evaluated level two (learning—knowledge, attitudes, and skills) and level three (on-the-job behavior). Actually, the level three evaluation is not quite authentic in the sense that they measured post-training program behavior in artificial situations (i.e., the presentations were simply set up with a supervisor or trainer to once again demonstrate their presentations skills, rather than the presentations being actual on-the-job presentations). 

4. What were the primary evaluation questions or objectives?

Does the Effective Presentations program improve participants’ performance on the following presentation outcomes: head movement and eye contact, gestures and upper body movement, lower body movement and stance, voice, organization of content, and overall presentation quality? No explicit standards were provided for making evaluative judgments about the program outcomes. The author also states that the purpose is primarily summative rather than formative.  

5. What research design or designs did they use? 

They called the design a “pre-post follow-up within subjects design.”  It is basically the one group pretest-posttest design (discussed in the last lecture) with an extra delayed posttest approximately six months after the first posttest. They did not include a control group. 

6. What methods of data collection did they use?

They used questionnaires and observation (i.e., videotaping). In the questionnaire, the program participants rated their own presentation skills and provided additional information. I did not see any reference to whether or how they measured learning in the form of knowledge or attitudes. Apparently the focus was on the performance of presentation skills and behavior. Raters observed the videotapes and rated the participants in the areas of head movement and eye contact, gestures and upper body movement, lower body movement and stance, voice, organization of content, and overall presentation quality. The actual data collection instruments (i.e., the questionnaire and the observational rating protocol) were not included with this case study.

7. What were the major outcomes or results?

They conducted statistical significance tests (i.e., paired-sample t-tests) for the different rating measures. From pretest to immediate posttest, improvement was found in all of the major areas on the questionnaire (e.g., the participants thought their various presentation skills had improved). From pretest to posttest, improvement was found, based on the videotape observers’ ratings, in overall effectiveness, gestures and upper body movement, stationary feet, voice projection, avoiding nonwords, and providing an effective conclusion. The author also states that most of the improvements remained at the 6 month posttest. The participants’ self-ratings and the observers’ ratings provided similar positive results (providing corroborative evidence of the success of the program).

8. Did the evaluator(s) make evaluative judgments and/or recommendations?

The author reported mostly positive results and implied that he believed that the training program was successful.   

9. What are the strengths and weaknesses of each of the evaluations?

A strength is that the evaluator did a pretty good job of measuring the participants’ presentation skills performance. Another strength is that both a questionnaire and observational ratings were used, which provides greater evidence through corroboration of results. Some weaknesses, in terms of Kirkpatrick’s four level model, are that level one was not measured, changes in knowledge did not appear to be measured, transfer of presentation skills to real world job situations was not measured, and level four outcomes were not measured. Another weakness is that a control group was not used. Finally, I would have liked to have seen their questionnaire and observational rating protocol. 

Case 8.

Evaluating a Corporate wide

 Performance Improvement System
1. 
What was the program and its major purpose?

This case study is not a report of an evaluation of a particular program. Rather, it is a discussion of “lessons learned” at Intel from the conduct of many evaluations. It also is somewhat of a meta-evaluation (remember that a meta-evaluation is an evaluation of an evaluation) in the sense that the author is reporting and judging Intel’s evaluation procedures.

2. 
Who were the key stakeholders, evaluators, and participants?

The writer/evaluator is a member of Intel University, which is the training arm of Intel Corporation. The stakeholders will depend on the program and may include some or all of the following: trainers, participants/employees, human resources department, management (from first level all the way up to senior level management), and company stockholders. I’m sure I missed some potential stakeholders. The program participants are company employees needing various kinds of training. 

3. 
What levels did they evaluate?

Again, they mostly provided lessons learned and some judgments about the evaluation procedures used at Intel. They discussed all four levels of the Kirkpatrick Training Evaluation model.  

4. 
What were the primary evaluation questions or objectives?

How should Intel Corporation (and others reading this article) conduct levels one through four evaluation? Their standard is unstated but they would probably consider a good evaluation to be an evaluation that is effective (i.e., it works well) and is efficient (i.e., it provides valuable information relative to costs). 

5. 
What research design or designs did they use? 

The authors ignore the issue of research design. They did not explicitly talk about the use of pretests or control groups. Generally, they seem satisfied to measure most levels of training outcomes without the use of pretests or control groups. They clearly like the retrospective survey design, where you ask people after the fact to make judgments about changes (this design was discussed in the last lecture). On the other hand, in Table 18.1 (where they report some useful level four outcomes) they do talk about decreases in accidents, development time, and misprocessing, and increases in employee satisfaction—the words “decreases” and “increases” suggest that one would use pretest and posttest measures (i.e., so that they could measure real change). 

6. 
What methods of data collection did they use?

Level four: they do not mention how they collect the data. 

Level three: they like to start with retrospective surveys and then follow-up with interviews, observation, and other indicators that are routinely recorded. They provided a useful generic level three questionnaire (in Exhibit 18.1)—notice that they use both closed- and open-ended items on this questionnaire. 

Level two: they use performance checklists to measure skills acquisition. 

Level one: they use standardized questionnaires. An useful instrument is shown in Exhibit 18.2—notice that it includes open-ended items and a lot of rating scales. It should provide some relatively detailed and useful information.

7. 
What were the major outcomes or results?

The authors claim major cost savings based on their level four evaluations conducted over the past three years.  They claim positive level three results (transfer of leaning back on the job), mainly based on self-report questionnaires. They claim positive level two results because of their having certified employees’ leaning based on validated tests. They report very high participant satisfaction (level one) with their training courses. 

8. 
Did the evaluator(s) make evaluative judgments and/or recommendations?
They used an explicit standard for level three results (80% reported transfer is considered good). I didn’t see any other specific standards; however, they seemed quite pleased with their performance at all four evaluation levels (i.e., their evaluation of their evaluation procedures and results was overall quite positive). They mentioned that their level one (standardized) questionnaire allows standards to be developed, and they mentioned 90% either agreeing or strongly agreeing as being one standard that they use. They recommend Kirkpartick’s evaluation model, and suggested that their procedures and forms/instruments are useful for levels 1-4 evaluation. 

9.
What are the strengths and weaknesses of each of the evaluations?

The key “learnings” are very interesting and useful. Take a look at these once again; these learnings are provided for each level of evaluation. The instruments provided for level one and three evaluation are relatively well written and they may be useful as a starting point for developing and tailoring your own instrument for other training programs. The major weakness of this meta-evaluative case study seems to be the author’s apparent disregard for the use of strong research designs (i.e., designs with pretests and control groups). 

Case 11.

Evaluating a Training Program on

Stress Management for Intact Work Teams

1. What was the program and its major purpose?

Midwest Electric Corp. operates in a rapidly changing environment, and many of the employees were experiencing high levels of stress. The needs assessment identified the need for a stress reduction program. The program they designed and developed is called the Stress Management program. Its purpose of the program is to reduce employee’s stress, which should, in turn, provide additional desirable outcomes (such as better coping, less turnover and absenteeism, lower medical costs, and so on). 

2. Who were the key stakeholders, evaluators, and participants?

The stakeholders are the trainers, participants (managers and lower level employees), and others interested in results (e.g., senior management wanting to see if the stress program is worth more than program costs). The evaluators appear to be external evaluators (i.e. evaluators hired from outside of the program or organization being evaluated). The external evaluators are Jack Phillips and Patricia Pulliam (both work at Performance Resources Organization). The participants include managers and other group member employees that participated in the Stress Management program. The control group members (employees who did not get the treatment and were matched to the experimental group employees) are also participants in the evaluation. There were 138 experimental group participants and 132 control group participants.

3. What levels did they evaluate?

They discussed levels one, two, three, and four, with primary emphasis being placed on business results (i.e., level four outcomes). 

4. What were the primary evaluation questions or objectives?

In the first part of the article, they seemed to be interested in examining outcomes at all four levels. An example of an evaluation question would be “Did the Stress Management program reduce the participants’ levels of stress?” In the second part of the article, the authors seemed to focus mostly on level four evaluation. Here are some questions: Did the Stress Management program result in lower health care costs? Did the Stress Management program result in a reduction in absenteeism? Did the Stress Management program result in a reduction in turnover? Did the Stress Management program result in increased levels of productivity? Did the Stress Management program result in improved job satisfaction?  

5. What research design or designs did they use? 

The design for many of their reported results (using the questionnaire shown in Exhibit 21.7) is the retrospective survey design (discussed in the last lecture). Basically, they gave the questionnaire to the program participants (but not the control group) six months after the course, and, in the questionnaire, they asked the participants to think back (retrospectively) about the successes of the program, what they learned, whether they applied what they learned, and what changes they think occurred on various outcomes (ranging from level 1 to level 4 outcomes). They also had the managers estimate several outcomes, retrospectively, such as absenteeism, employee satisfaction, and employee productivity. They used a control group for a few of their analyses (mainly for some of the level four comparisons), and the design for these comparisons is the posttest-only nonequivalent control group design (discussed in the last lecture). They also used a version of the interrupted time-series design (discussed in the last chapter) for their “trend analyses.”  

By the way, You should look carefully at their Data Analysis Plan in Exhibit 21.3 because this is something that I recommend be included in all evaluation plans. In looking at this particular data analysis plan, however, it appears that they were only interested in level four evaluation; if you are evaluating at multiple levels, the data analysis plan should be organized by level of outcome for clarity. You should also mention the statistical tests, if any, you plan on using.

6. What methods of data collection did they use?

Exhibit 21.2 shows the data collection methods for each of the four levels of outcomes. For example, they used questionnaires, stress-maps (which is a standardized test used to measure participants’ knowledge of various aspects of stress), interviews, and records. You should look carefully at their Data Collection Plan in Exhibit 21.2 because this is something that should be included in all evaluation plans and evaluation reports.   

7. What were the major outcomes or results?

The participants claimed (six months after the program, on the retrospective survey) that they were less stressed and were coping, changing their behaviors, creating a positive climate, managing stressful situations, and so on. They listed the most common barriers to their implementing the things they had leaned, and they reported positive supporting behaviors by their managers who also attended the program. Participants also claimed (six months after the program, on the retrospective survey) that the program impacted employee satisfaction, absenteeism, turnover, safety costs, and health care costs. The evaluators also collected some “actual improvement data” on these level four outcomes and they made comparisons to the control group and examined trends over time. According to these data, health care costs were reduced more for program participants than for control group participants, absenteeism went down more for the program participants than for the control group participants, turnover went down more for the program participants than for the control group participants, and no difference was found in productivity. 

Next, the evaluators turned the level four outcomes into monetary (dollar) costs and monetary (dollar) benefits. For example, the difference in the health care costs for the participants and control group was $120 per month. To determine the program benefit, they multiplied $120 (difference in costs) times 12 (the number of months in a year) times 138 (the number of participants in the program) and found a dollar annual benefit of $198,720 for the program in decreasing medical costs. They did similar calculations for other benefits (except the benefits that they could not turn into dollar amounts) and for the costs. Finally they calculated the benefit-cost ratio (total $ benefits divided by total $ costs) and the return on investment index (which is a measure of profit made by the program calculated as a percentage of money spent). The bottom line is that the program performed very well on both of these financial indicators. Specifically, they got $4.20 in benefits per dollar spent, and got a 320% return on the 100,848 dollars they invested in the program.  Basically the program cost them $100,848 but the program gave them back in benefits $423,957. That’s a net profit of $323,109 which is very good for a program with 138 participants. NOTE: for now you just need the general idea and definitions of benefit-cost analysis and ROI. We will discuss these in more detail in the chapter in RFL on efficiency analysis.

8. Did the evaluator(s) make evaluative judgments and/or recommendations?

They made many positive claims about the program (see results above); they did not make comparisons to any explicit standards. Also, the benefit-cost ratio pretty much has a built in standard (if it is <1 the benefits are less than the costs; zero is the break-even point where benefits equal costs; and any value greater than 1 tells you the program is providing more benefits than it is costing you). On the ROI index, any value greater than zero indicates a positive return on your investment.         

9. What are the strengths and weaknesses of each of the evaluations?

The biggest weakness, I think, is the reliance on the retrospective survey design rather than obtaining hard measures of most of the program outcomes. For example, it is one thing to ask participants whether they learned something, but it’s another thing to actually measure their learning (e.g., using a knowledge or performance test). On the other hand, I consider this case study a must read because the authors do an excellent job of explaining and demonstrating some of the calculations performed in level four evaluation.  

