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Abstract of Dissertation
Personal Benchmark Evaluation:
Assessing the Contribution of Training to Development Capacity

In recent years, the international community has increasingly prioritized capacity
building as essential to development. Yet, lack of capacity is still commonly cited as one
of the primary reasons for poor development outcomes in many countries. Given the
limited success of many capacity development initiatives to date, there is increasing
recognition of the lack of adequate evaluative tools for both measuring the success of
capacity development initiatives and learning how to improve these initiatives. This
dissertation focuses on one of the most prevalent types of capacity development
interventions, that of training. It includes a survey of 20 of the top development training
institutes, mapping present practice and unmet evaluation needs. It then presents a new,
participatory model for evaluation of international training courses targeting developing
country professionals. The model is designed to address some of the limitations to
feasibility, utility and credibility of current evaluation models through the use of
participatory evaluation methods. The new "personal benchmark" evaluation model
includes three participant questionnaires: pre-course, end-of-course, and several months
post-course, with participants at each stage defining for themselves their goals, and then
in the next phase assessing the extent to which they were reached. The personal
benchmark system is designed to both support evaluation of training and to facilitate
better course design and continued improvement of training. The dissertation presents
results from initial field testing of the model and makes recommendations for needed
research in order to validate the model and test its applicability of the model in other
contexts.
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Evaluating the Contribution of Training to Development Capacity:
A Personal Benchmark System for Training Evaluation

Chapter One: Introduction
This dissertation explores methods for evaluating the contribution of training to
organizational and institutional capacity building in the developing world. It assesses
current methods, analyzing their weaknesses, and proposes a new model for training
evaluation.
In recent years, the international community has increasingly prioritized capacity
building as essential to development. While a range of interventions are used to build
capacity, such as policy advice, on-the-job technical assistance and mentoring schemes,
training remains one of the primary tools used to achieve capacity enhancement goals.
The international donor community has invested an estimated 25% of all development
funds in capacity building in recent years (Whyte, 2004:10), or about 24.6 billion dollars
annually – almost double the amount spent on capacity building in 1969 (Fukuda-Parr,
Lopes & Malek, 2002:4). Yet, lack of capacity is still commonly cited as one of the
primary reasons for poor development outcomes in many countries (OECD, 2006:11,
Watson, 2006:4). Today, lack of government institutional capacity is recognized as one
of the main impediments to achieving the Millennium Development Goals -- the eight
development targets which UN member states have committed to achieving by 2015
(World Bank, 2004: 51).
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Given the limited success of many capacity development initiatives to date, there
is increasing recognition of the lack of adequate evaluative tools for both measuring the
success of capacity building initiatives and learning how to improve these initiatives. As
was noted by Whyte in a landscape review of donor trends in capacity building, donors
have paid considerably less attention to monitoring and evaluating their capacity
development support than to evaluating other types of programming. This omission has
been attributed in part to the lack of evaluative tools that can accurately assess the
contribution of any one intervention to capacity building goals (Earl, 2002:5; Whyte,
2004:19).
At first glance, training differs from other forms of capacity building
interventions, in that as there is a very well-developed and almost universally-used model
for evaluating training: the “Kirkpatrick model”. Donald Kirkpatrick’s model was
originally developed in the United States for corporate training in the US and other
developed countries (Kirkpatrick, 1998). It proposes evaluation on four levels, starting
with participant post-course satisfaction and then examining results at the learning
outputs, workplace behavior change outcomes and organizational impact levels.
It is questionable, however, whether the Kirkpatrick model provides adequate
tools to measure the results of training in developing countries, particularly when training
is targeted towards public sector or local non-governmental organization (NGO)
personnel. Such contexts differ in several important ways from the developed-country,
corporate contexts that Kirkpatrick had in mind when developing his model. Measuring
training impact is likely to be more difficult in public sector and non-profit institutions,
which tend to have much more complex, less clearly defined and less easily measured
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goals than profit-oriented businesses. In addition, whereas in developed country
businesses, the organization benefiting from training is generally the one that finances the
training, in development contexts, training funders, beneficiaries and providers are more
often than not separate entities located in different countries. As is discussed in this
dissertation, the separation between training funders, providers and beneficiaries can
make gathering accurate, useful evaluative information on training both more challenging
and more costly. This dissertation analyzes the utility of Kirkpatrick and other existing
models for evaluation of the contribution of training to capacity building to public sector
organizations in developing countries, and offers a new model that might address
shortcomings in present practice.
This chapter provides the policy context for the dissertation research. It begins by
establishing working definitions for certain terms used within the dissertation. The
chapter then explores current thinking on capacity building for international
development, paying particular attention to both the definition and role of capacity
building in strategies for social, economic and political development, and to the evidence
of the success of the international community’s attempts at supporting capacity building
of developing world agents. This sets the stage for the dissertation’s discussion of
monitoring and evaluating training’s contribution to the capacity of developing world
organizations and institutions. It does so both by demonstrating the importance of
capacity building for development and identifying common problem areas in current
practice that are relevant for the ensuing discussion on training evaluation. Finally, the
chapter presents the main research questions to be addressed in this dissertation, briefly
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outlines the methodology to be used, and then discusses the intended contribution of the
research to practice and theory.

Definitions
Before beginning the discussion on evaluation of training for capacity
development, it is useful to clarify what is meant by certain terms used frequently in the
course of this dissertation:
Capacity building/capacity development: As is discussed later in this chapter,
there are many different definitions currently used for these terms. Perhaps the most
basic of these is the UNDP definition: "The ability of individuals, institutions and
societies to perform functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives in a
sustainable manner. Capacity development is the process through which the abilities to
do so are obtained, strengthened, adapted and maintained over time” (2007:2). There has
been some debate in the international development community on the terminology of
“capacity building”. UN agencies, for example, now prefer the term “capacity
development”, to “capacity building”, on the premise that the latter term better implies
building on and enhancing existing country capacities. Other organizations, including the
World Bank, use the terms interchangeably. This dissertation takes the World Bank
approach.
Development training institutes (DTIs): donor-funded institutes primarily
training participants from the developing world with the aim of building capacity to
achieve social, political or economic development goals.
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Donor-funded: For the purposes of this dissertation, donor-funded training
and/or capacity building interventions should be taken to include activities financed by
any foreign development cooperation agents, including bilateral donors, multilateral
organizations, international NGOs and international financial institutions such as the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
North/south: In this dissertation “the North” is used (in accordance with practice
in much recent international development literature) to refer to high-income countries,
and “the South” to refer to low and middle-income countries, regardless of their actual
geographic location. Thus, for example, Australia would, in this definition, fall into the
category of Northern countries, and Mongolia into the category of Southern countries.
Training – This dissertation used the World Bank Independent Evaluation
Group's definition of training (2008: 5), as learning programs which (a) have specific
learning objectives (b) are scheduled activities occurring in a setting other than where the
knowledge will be applied, and (c) are conducted by lecturers, trainers or facilitators.

The Importance of Human Capacity Building for Development
International development strategies have evolved over the past few decades to
place increasing emphasis on national capacity building as a key driver of development.
Post-WWII development theorists tended to see development as being solely a matter of
investment. It was commonly believed that, for developing countries to progress, all that
was needed was an influx of financial capital which could be used to build infrastructure
and create jobs. By the late 1970s, however, the developing world was on the verge of
crisis after decades of borrowing foreign capital to finance large-scale infrastructure
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projects had not only failed to jump-start economies, but had resulted in crippling debt
for some countries. Faith in the power of investment was replaced in academic and
practitioner literature with an insistence on the necessity of economic policy reform for
growth (World Bank, 1979).
Throughout the 1980s and through much of the 1990s, donors used structural
adjustment programs to compel developing countries to liberalize their economies,
balance their budgets and shrink their governments. However, when these reforms also
failed to result in significant economic progress in the least developed countries, it
became apparent that, just as capital investments not guided by sensible public policies
would not result in transformation of the developing world, so economic reform would
fail if policies were imposed from the outside without the indigenous state capacity to
adapt policies to local needs and to implement them in an efficient, effective and
transparent manner (Fukuyama, 2004; Levy, 2004:1; Madavo, 2005: 23; World Bank,
1997.)
In response to the failure of past approaches, the fundamental importance of
building national capacity for development has been emphasized by development
theorists and practitioners alike since the early 1990s.

Thus, for example, capacity

development of aid beneficiaries was particularly emphasized in the Paris Declaration the OECD’s major 1992 policy declaration on new orientations for development
assistance of donor counties (OECD, 1992:9).

And, in 1999, the U.N. General

Assembly called for more systematic attention to capacity building by all U.N. agencies.
While there is no one internationally sanctioned definition for capacity, or
capacity development, the international community seems to be moving towards a shared
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understanding of what is meant by the term. Table 1.1 provides some examples of how
capacity and capacity development have been defined by various international
development agencies and research institutes:
Table 1.1: Definition of Capacity Development by International Development
Agencies and Research Institutes
UNDP

Capacity is the ability of individuals, institutions and societies to perform
functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives in a sustainable
manner. Capacity development is the process through which the abilities
to do so are obtained, strengthened, adapted and maintained over time.”
(2007:2)

OECD/DAC Capacity is the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to
manage their affairs successfully (2006: 12). ‘Capacity development’ is
understood as the process whereby people, organizations and society as a
whole unleash, strengthen, create, adapt and maintain capacity over time.
(2006:9).
Capacity building includes activities, approaches, strategies and
CIDA
methodologies that help organizations, groups and individuals to improve
their performance, generate development benefits and achieve their
objectives over time. It often involves broad participation, building on
local interests and expertise, offering opportunities for learning and
linking at micro, meso and macro levels to build ownership and
sustainability (Cited in Whyte, 2004: 24).
Capacity is that emergent combination of attributes that enables a human
ECDPM
system to create development value (Morgan, 2006a:8).
Securing a country’s ability to manage its own affairs….capacity
ADB
development symbolizes a shift toward measures that enable national
empowerment and a more balanced relationship among funding agencies,
national governments, and other organizations.” (2008: 2).
Capacity development refers to the ongoing process of enhancing the
JICA
problem-solving abilities of developing countries by taking into account
all the factors at the individual, organizational, and societal levels.
(2006:2).

Notable in these definitions of capacity development is they all make the link
between capacity and functional purpose. While capacity is inherently a potential state,
“latent as opposed to kinetic energy” in the words of one researcher (Morgan, 2006a:7), it
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is not without purpose. Each of the definitions listed in Table 1.1 refers to capacity as
being in service of a particular active purpose; “to create development value”, “to make
development possible”, “to improve their performance, generate development benefits
and achieve their objectives over time”, “to set and achieve objectives” and so on. In
other words, “capacity” is always “capacity to...” Implicit in this conception of capacity
is the expectation that capacity is to be used. In this way, capacity differs from
knowledge, and capacity building goes beyond learning.
Also notable in many of the definitions offered in Table 1.1 is the multi-level
nature of capacity building. Capacity building may be pitched at the level of individuals,
communities and organizations, institutions and inter-organizational networks, country,
society, region, and/or the overall enabling environment. Donors may differ in terms of
how they define these levels of capacity building, as well as which are the principal levels
that they target in their capacity building interventions (Whyte, 2004:26). However, there
is broad recognition that multiple levels of intervention are likely to be necessary to bring
about change. For example, the World Bank’s 1997 World Development Report “The
State in a Changing World” defined state capability as including both “the administrative
or technical capacity of state officials” and the “deeper, institutional mechanisms that
give politicians and civil servants the flexibility, rules, and restraints to enable them to act
in the collective interest.” (World Bank, 1997:77). A World Bank Independent
Evaluation Group (IEG) evaluation of capacity building in Africa defined capacity
building as necessarily involving three levels: human (individual skills), organizational
(the internal structures, processes, systems, staffing, and other resources to achieve goals)
and institutional (the rules of the game) (IEG, 2005:7).
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The UNDP, for its part, has defined capacity building as necessarily
encompassing individual skills, the institutional environment in which individuals
operate, and the opportunities available at the societal level that enable people to use and
expand their capacity (Fukuda-Parr, Lopes & Malek, 2002).

Like the World Bank, the

UNDP has acknowledged the necessity of addressing capacity challenges at more than
one level. As argued in a 2006 UNDP Capacity Practice Note: “Attempts to address
capacity issues at any one level, without taking into account the others, are likely to result
in developments that are skewed, inefficient and, in the end, unsustainable.”
A final notable aspect of these definitions of capacity building is that many of
them refer to it as a dynamic process over time rather than as the result of a few discrete
interventions. This reflects an emerging consensus in support of a dynamic “systems
perspective” to the issue of capacity building (Morgan, 2006b). Systems perspectives
conceptualize “capacity building” very differently from more traditional “activity-based”
conceptions. The activity-based conception of the nature of capacity building defines
capacity building according to the type of intervention – in this conception, training,
technical assistance and mentoring might all be seen as forms of capacity building,
whereas, for example, budgetary support to organizations would not be seen as capacity
building, even if this support enhanced an organization’s capacity to achieve its goals
(OECD, 2006).
Systems-based perspectives differ in that they define capacity development not
according to the type of intervention but according to its goals. According to this school
of thought, capacity refers to the ability of individuals, organizations and/or institutions to
achieve their goals (DeLange & Feddes, 2008). Proponents of systems perspectives on
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capacity development argue that enhancing an organization's capacity to achieve its goals
is first and foremost an endogenous process within institutions requiring not only, or even
always, knowledge transfer, but also changes in organizational structures, power
relationships, incentives, and/or resources to succeed. In this conception, for example,
not only training and technical assistance, but also budgetary support, purchase of
equipment, and policy advice may be seen as capacity development interventions,
because all may enhance an organization’s capacity to achieve a given development goal
(De Lange & Feddes, 2008; Morgan, 2006b; Taylor et. al., 2008; Whyte, 2004).
Donor, professional and academic literature on capacity building today tends to
look at capacity building from this “dynamic systems” perspective rather than the
“activity-based” perspective, recognizing that capacity building generally requires a
multifaceted approach, addressing the capacities, resources and incentives relevant to the
achievement of any given goal at multiple levels, including the individual, organization,
institution and system. (De Lange & Feddes, 2008; IEG, 2008, JICA, 2006:2; Madavo,
2005; OECD, 2006, Taylor et. al,2008:6). However, international development structures
still lend themselves more to the “activity-based” input-driven perspective. There is a
strong tendency for international development actors to equate capacity building with
training and technical assistance. Thus, for example, the training institute of the World
Bank - the WBI has long claimed to be the “capacity building arm” of the World Bank,
despite the fact that its activities to day have been almost exclusively restricted to
training.
Indeed, there is considerable evidence to suggest that, despite rhetoric about the
necessity for more dynamic, systemic approaches to capacity, the reality as manifested in
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development capacity-building initiatives still remains firmly ensconced in the ‘activitybased’ paradigm (Morgan, 2006a:4). The development cooperation landscape is
populated with far more training institutes and technical assistants offering discrete,
single-level interventions than capacity building practitioners who are able to advise on
and support dynamic, integrated, multi-level processes of endogenous change.
This tendency towards an “activity-based” approach to capacity building
influences the way that capacity building is financed and evaluated. Donor, UN and
international financial institution (IFI) budgetary structures generally account for
allocations towards training or technical assistance, but not for capacity building as a
whole. For this reason, while, as mentioned earlier, the figure of 25% of donor funds is
often cited as the amount spent on capacity building, this figure is based on a calculation
of training and technical assistance rather than on a broader definition of the range of
activities and support that might be necessary to help individuals, organizations or
institutions achieve their goals (Taylor et. al., 2008). In addition, evaluations tend to
look at the direct results of specific interventions without taking a broader look at the
contextual factors that may have affected the extent to which those interventions could be
effective.
This gap between the theory of capacity development as a multi-faceted, systemic
process within organizations, and the practice of viewing capacity development as
something that can be achieved through one-off discrete, external interventions is only
one way in which donor practice does not conform with capacity development theory.
Indeed, much recent practitioner literature points to similar gaps between theory and
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practice in several other aspects of capacity development. As Whyte’s review of donor,
foundation and international institution-financed capacity building found:
There is an emerging consensus among donors about the dos and don’ts of
capacity building. In fact, the review of the literature rather depressingly
suggests that the success factors for capacity building have been known
for at least a decade and are reiterated or recast by later reviewers rather
than being newly discovered insights (Whyte, 2004: 73).
What is “depressing”, to Whyte and others, is that this shared understanding of good
practice has not led to substantially improved results. As observed in a comprehensive
2001 UNDP study on capacity building (Fukuda-Parr, Lopes & Malek, 2002):
Donors can ship out four-wheel-drive vehicles, or textbooks, or
computers; they can dispatch expatriate experts…they can run multiple
seminars and courses that improve the individual skills of thousands of
people. However, the capacity of local institutions and of countries as a
whole has still not appeared adequate to meet the challenges of
development. There have been positive micro-improvements, but not the
kind of macro-improvements that build and sustain national capacity for
development. (p. 3)
The reasons for the development community's failure to substantially improve
capacity in much of the developing world was discussed in a recent meeting of several
research institutes from both Northern and Southern countries, donors, and foundations
on improving capacity development, hosted by the Institute of Development Studies in
Sussex (Taylor & Clarke, 2008). Meeting participants suggested that one of the primary
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reasons for the poor overall results of the international development community’s
capacity building results lies in the gap between theory and practice of capacity
development. “There are cases where values, principles and concepts of Capacity
Development are expressed in project or program frameworks, but these rarely are seen
to translate into practical action…Our (literature) survey and discussions have shown
quite strongly…that what is known does not necessarily translate into what is done.”
(Taylor et. al., 2008:11).
In order to determine whether such a gap between theory and practice indeed
exists and, if so, what are the main ways in which it is manifest, the dissertation author
completed a review of recent practitioner studies and evaluations on capacity
development practice (for the full review, see Appendix A). The author looked at all
available multi-program studies by major development organizations, such as the UNDP,
OECD-DAC and the World Bank, in the 2002-2008 period, that have assessed past
capacity development practice and made recommendations with regard to future practice.
The review found almost complete agreement between the eleven studies reviewed on the
major shortcomings of capacity development interventions. The list of the identified
common issues strikingly illustrates the present gap between the theory and practice of
capacity building for development, and the effect of this gap on the results of capacity
building endeavors.
Analysis of the studies reveals a reality which is far from the ideal of capacity
building as a dynamic, endogenous, goal-oriented long-term process whose goals are
accomplished through integrated support addressing individual, organizational and
institutional capacity gaps. The following is a synthesis of the primary themes common
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to the studies reviewed here regarding how practice falls short of capacity development
theory.
There is a need for capacity building interventions that better address
specific country or organizational needs. All of the studies reviewed called for better
assessments of needs on all programming levels. Needs assessments are essential to
ensure that capacity development programs build on present organizational strengths and
address exiting capacity gaps impacting organizational performance. According to all of
the reports reviewed, more thorough needs assessment can and should be conducted on
multiple levels. The OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) (2006) points
out the need for better understanding of country and societal needs, goals and
characteristics as a fundamental building block of better capacity development programs.
In addition, the DAC stresses the importance of using needs assessment to better target
interventions to specific organizational needs. As stated in a DAC publication on good
practice in capacity building: “Capacity needs assessments should begin with the
question, ‘Capacity for what?’ and avoid the trap of providing generic training on broad
topics, disconnected from the capacity and performance of specific organizations.”
(2006:8) The UNDP (2002) asserts that current capacity development interventions
based on transfer of “textbook” knowledge rather than an understanding of local context
and knowledge are “catastrophically wrong.” The World Bank’s Independent Evaluation
Group (IEG) for its part (2005; 2008), finds that capacity development interventions are
rarely designed on the basis of organizational assessments that first determine what
organizational needs ought to be targeted, and only after specify the best combination of
interventions to address these needs, and, finally, determine in detail the knowledge,
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skills and attitudes that must be developed in target organizations in order to achieve
capacity development goals. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) (2006) and European
Center for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) (Land, Hauck, & Baser, 2009)
both affirm that better emphasis must be placed on organizational assessments which also
map present capacities in order to make it possible to build on what exists. JICA’s 2006
study of capacity development programs underlines the importance of sufficient analysis
of environmental challenges and constraints to application of learned capacities in
workplace contexts as an important part of needs assessment. In sum, the studies
reviewed all suggest that donor-funded interventions are not based on adequate
understanding of what capacities exist, what “capacities to…” need to be enhanced for
the achievement of specific development goals and what means are best to achieve
capacity development goals.
There is a need for more integrated capacity building support that addresses
individual, organizational and institutional capacity gaps in a well-sequenced,
holistic manner, as well as greater attention to systemic attributes such as governance,
the policy environment, incentives and political and social aspects of capacity building.
In other words, not only should better needs assessments be conducted at all levels, but
also good capacity development should endeavor to address these multiple levels of
needs through well sequenced programs involving a range of needed interventions. All
of the studies reviewed emphasize that interventions that build human capacity without
addressing factors at organizational, institutional and country levels such as policy,
power, and resources are likely to fail. This has been a major theme of the DAC’s work
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on capacity development over the past few years. Thus, for example, in its 2006 guide to
good capacity development practice, the DAC states (OECD, 2006):
The traditional “capacity building” tools of technical cooperation and
training have often proved ineffective in helping to improve performance
because they have not been linked to the necessary organizational and
institutional developments…This implies approaching capacity
development in an integrated way, so that individual skills and the
organizational settings in which they can be put effectively to work are
created simultaneously. (p. 30)
The importance of integrated capacity building programs is echoed by the UNDP
(2002; 2003) and the World Bank (IEG, 2005; IEG, 2008). The ECDPM, for its part, has
devoted considerable effort over the past few years to mapping elements of
organizational, institutional and country capacity which it contends must be better
addressed in order to improve the success rates of capacity development interventions
(2009) and JICA (2006) stresses the need to better address external environmental factors
likely to impede the application of skills and knowledge gained through capacity
development programs.
There is a need for greater country and organizational ownership of capacity
building and a more endogenously-led process. Indeed, lack of sufficient ownership
was cited as a primary concern in all eleven of the studies reviewed. For example, the
UNDP's 2002 study of capacity development finds that technical cooperation is generally
driven more by donor supply than beneficiary demand, leading to a lack of commitment
on the part of the beneficiary. Lack of sufficient beneficiary ownership is attributed in
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the Asian Development Bank (ADB) study (2008) to lack of good mechanisms for
building ownership and demand. Without strong beneficiary input, it extremely difficult
to do accurate assessment of needs (IEG, 2007). In addition, to the extent that capacity
development is an endogenous process occurring within organizations, without strong
levels of commitment to capacity development goals within the organization, capacity
development interventions are likely to fail (Land, Hauck, & Baser, 2009; OECD-DAC,
2006; UNDP, 2003).
There is a need for longer-term capacity development programs rather than
short-term, one-off events. This theme is related to the above two issues. In-depth
needs assessments are often feasible only for longer-term programs where the cost of the
assessment would not be disproportionately large in relation to the size of the program
itself. Second, longer-term relationships are often needed in order develop trust and
effective collaboration between program partners and to reinforce beneficiary ownership
(JICA 2006). Moreover, as capacity is generally a complex endogenous process
occurring on multiple capacity levels (human, organizational, institutional and societal),
one-off, short term interventions are unlikely to be sufficient to address the multiple types
of capacity gaps that may need to be addressed to achieve capacity goals. Among the
organizations which have called for a shift to longer term programs have been the UNDP
(2006) and JICA (2006).
Monitoring and evaluation is a particularly poor aspect of capacity
development program management. Among the problems with present monitoring and
evaluation regimes, cited by the reviewed capacity development studies, are lack of
systematic data collection (ADB 2008, JAI 2008), insufficient understanding of useful
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indicators of capacity development (JICA 2006; Land, Hauck, & Baser, 2009),
insufficient focus on results measurement (World Bank, 2005) and lack of quality control
of programs (IEG, 2005). Lack of evaluation is a matter of concern for two reasons.
First, good monitoring and evaluation schemes are important for program learning: they
can help improve the success of capacity building programs by establishing feedback
loops which can enhance present and future capacity building interventions. Second,
monitoring and evaluation schemes can help program stakeholders (donors, beneficiaries
and others) assess the extent to which donors’ capacity building policies are indeed
translated into capacity building practice, and to hold to account practitioners that do not
meet these policy standards.
All but one of the studies reviewed here look at capacity development
interventions of all types, including training, technical assistance and other forms of
capacity-development related programming. The only study completed in this period
which looked specifically at training interventions delivered by a range of training
institutes (as opposed to a review of the courses of one training institute) is the
comprehensive World Bank IEG review of training led by the dissertation author,
completed in 2007. The IEG flagged the same problem areas as the other capacity
development studies cited here. Specifically, the IEG review found that among the main
failures in training management practice were: insufficiently targeted training courses due
to lack of adequate needs assessment, lack of sufficient “client” ownership of training and
input into training content, lack of integration of training with other forms of capacity
development interventions in order to address capacity gaps likely to impede the transfer
of learning to workplace environments, and lack of efficacy of one-off, short-term
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courses as a means of capacity development. In addition, the IEG study found that, of
eight training management processes reviewed by the study (including, among others,
needs assessment, participant selection, training design, provision of needed follow-up
support), the one training management process that was almost invariably poorly
performed was that of monitoring and evaluation. The IEG study identified the lack of
adequate monitoring and evaluation as a significant shortcoming of 29 of the 37 World
Bank financed training programs reviewed, but did not discuss reasons for the lack of
good monitoring and evaluation of training for capacity development. Nor did the study
explore how the international community might try to improve training evaluation
practice in international development contexts. As is discussed in greater length below,
this dissertation takes as its point of departure these two questions.
In sum, the dissertation author’s review of 11 of the most comprehensive reviews
of capacity development programs done by major donors, think-tanks and international
organizations in the 2002-2008 period identified several common areas where
international community capacity development practice falls far short of theories of
successful capacity development, including the area of monitoring and evaluation.

This

dissertation attempts to directly address the lack of adequate monitoring and evaluation of
capacity development. It identifies present weaknesses in present-day development
training institute (DTI) monitoring and evaluation practice, assesses the reasons for those
weaknesses and proposes an improved model for monitoring and evaluation of training.
In addition, while it is outside of the scope of this dissertation to present a full analysis of
how to address identified shortcomings to capacity development practice, beyond that of
training evaluation, the dissertation touches how a monitoring and evaluation regime can
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be leveraged in order to help address other shortcomings, such as cost infeasibility of indepth needs assessment, low levels of ownership, and the need to address associated
organizational and environmental capacity constraints that affect implementation of
learning in the workplace. All of these constraints are discussed in greater detail in the
context of this dissertation.
Research Outline and Intended Contributions
In order to build a new model for evaluation of training in international
development contexts, the dissertation explores two research questions:
Q1. What are the existing weaknesses in present models for evaluating
training in development contexts?
Q2. What are the key elements of an evaluative model that could feasibly
provide more useful and credible information for learning and
accountability purposes?
On the basis of the data gathered to answer the first question, a new "personal
benchmark" training evaluation system was developed. Research on present practice and
on potential improvements specifically targeted DTIs, as defined earlier in this chapter.
The research focused on evaluation of courses that met the following three criteria, due to
both the prevalence of such courses in international development and the particular
difficulties associated with evaluating them: (a) Courses of short duration (three days to
three months); (b) courses with participants coming from multiple organizations or
countries; (c) courses aimed at supporting participants' performance in their present
workplaces through building of awareness, knowledge or skills.
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The decision to focus research on courses meeting the above three criteria was
informed by the brief review of capacity development literature summarized above.
Despite the fact that the international development policy community has for the past
decade strongly advocated transitioning away from short-term one off training
interventions towards longer-term, multi-level capacity development programs, shortterm, one-off courses are still the most dominant form of training done by DTIs. Thus,
this dissertation took as its point of departure present training institute practice rather than
the theoretical ideal discussed in the literature of long-term, multi-level, strategic capacity
development programs offering a range of different sorts of support.
By answering the above research questions, the dissertation endeavored to
contribute to the academic and practitioner literature on training evaluation and
evaluation of capacity development in international development contexts. First, research
aimed to provide a map of present DTI evaluation practice, constraints and needs. To
date, no survey of DTIs has been undertaken to map present practice. In this, the
international development field differs greatly from Northern, corporate contexts which
have benefited from several academic and practitioner surveys mapping the prevalence of
various types of training evaluation (Brandenburg, 1982; Parker, 1986; Saari et al., 1988;
Training, 1996). A more detailed understanding of present DTI practice and unmet
evaluation needs can facilitate academic and practitioner dialogue on how to improve
DTI monitoring and evaluation practice. Second, the dissertation presents a possible
system for addressing identified evaluation needs and constraints. In doing so, it attempts
to go beyond Kirkpatrick’s four-level model to provide evaluative tools tailor-made to
DTI needs and realities.
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As is detailed in Chapter Three of this dissertation, the personal benchmark
system was developed using the following methodology: First, a comprehensive
literature review on training evaluation practice examined relevant academic and
practitioner perspectives on training evaluation methodology - in both Northern corporate
and Southern development-related contexts. Second, 20 of the largest and most reputable
DTIs in a variety of fields and geographical regions were interviewed with regard to their
evaluation practices. These interviews were used to provide data on evaluative needs,
constraints and unique good practices of DTIs.

Third, a new theory of training

evaluation, leading to the design of new evaluation system, was developed on the basis of
the literature review and DTI interview findings. Fourth, this model was applied in two
international training courses in the Mount Carmel Training Center in Haifa, Israel, in
order to gain further insights into its feasibility and utility.
Summary Description of the Personal Benchmark System
The system, as developed in this dissertation, consists of three questionnaires.
The first questionnaire is administered to training participants and their supervisors prior
to the course to gather information on their workplace contexts and learning needs,
asking them to define their learning goals and to explain how they hope this learning will
enhance participants' ability to do their work. The second questionnaire, administered at
the end of course to participants, asks participants to review the individual learning goals
which they set for themselves at the beginning of the course and rate the extent to which
they believe that they have achieved these goals. The questionnaire then asks
participants to name the three most useful things that they gained in the course and to
explain how they expect to use these things in their workplace. Finally, the third
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questionnaire, administered several months to one year after course completion,
redistributes to participants their responses from the end-of-course questionnaire asking
them to comment on the extent to which they were able to use what they learned at work
as expected. Where they have not been able to apply what they learned as expected, the
questionnaire asks what were the main obstacles which they faced to workplace
application of learning.
There are a number of unique features to the model proposed here. First of all, it
is highly participatory, asking participants to define for themselves learning and training
use goals rather than defining for participants the parameters by which the course will be
evaluated. Participatory methods are employed in order to raise participant ownership of
the evaluation process with the aim of improving response rates and generating richer,
more nuanced information on the effects of training on participants from very different
country and workplace contexts. Second, it supplements participant's qualitative
responses with quantitative measures of those responses. Rather than having standardized
close-ended questions asking participants to rate training results, it ask participants to
provide ratings to the individual learning and workplace use goals, which they had
previously chosen for themselves. This is intended to give evaluators a more nuanced
understanding of what sort of training results the quantitative numbers represent. Third,
it includes a compulsory participant needs assessment phase for all courses. This is
intended in part to support continuous improvement of training courses over time.
Finally, it places particular emphasis on determining not only workplace application of
training but also the environmental context and constraints in which participants try to
apply training, in order to either better integrate training in longer-term organizational
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capacity development programs or, at least, to highlight the need for such ongoing
interventions.
These aspects of the personal benchmark system were also intended to address the
six common shortcomings of capacity development interventions identified in this
chapter’s review of capacity development studies. The system directly addresses the
issues of lack of needs assessment, participant ownership and monitoring and evaluation.
In addition, by gathering data on how workplace environment affects training use, the
model can be used to identify human, organizational and institutional capacity gaps that
may hinder the application of training, thereby providing a basic roadmap for the sort of
longer-term complementary capacity development interventions that may be necessary to
enable training success. In other words, an attempt was made in design of the system to
take into account these other needs through a holistic approach fusing together program
planning and instructional design needs as well as developmental, formative and
summative evaluation. However, this study focuses on analyzing the contribution of the
personal benchmark system to better summative and formative evaluation alone. While
the personal benchmark system was designed to facilitate program planning and
instructional design as well as evaluation of training, it was considered beyond the scope
of this dissertation to explore evidence on how the system may be used for these
purposes.
Chapter Outline
This dissertation has six chapters. After this introductory section, Chapter Two
presents a literature review in three parts. The first part of the literature review discusses
quality criteria for evaluation, asking what should be the goals of evaluation and by what
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standards evaluation models should be assessed. The second part assesses current models
of training evaluation, focusing on the Kirkpatrick model, as the dominant one in use
today. It analyzes possible shortcomings of the Kirkpatrick model in general and, in
particular, for developing country, public sector contexts. The third part of the literature
review presents alternatives to the Kirkpatrick model from the literature, as well as some
newer models for evaluating capacity development that may provide useful tools and
ideas for a new training evaluation model.
Chapter Three defines the research questions addressed in this dissertation and
presents the methodology that was used to explore existing weakness in training
evaluation and develop a new evaluation system for use in DTIs. It also presents
potential limitations to the research methodology. Chapter Four then present results of
the DTI interviews and the logical process by which a new theoretical model of training
evaluation was constructed and Chapter Five details the conduct and results of a field test
of that evaluation model. Chapter Six discusses the results of research, draws
conclusions with regard to how training evaluation may be made more feasible, useful
and accurate, discusses research limitations and identifies directions for future research.
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Chapter Two: A Review of the Literature on Training Evaluation
The following literature review is divided into three distinct parts. The first part
outlines the desired purposes of evaluation and quality criteria for valuation of evaluation
methods. The purpose of this is to define the standards by which the personal benchmark
system was evaluated. The second part presents the literature on the most broadly used
training evaluation model – that of Kirkpatrick - including in-depth analysis of the
possible weaknesses of this model. Finally, part three paves the way to elaboration of a
new evaluation model by looking at both academic and practitioner literature on
alternative evaluation tools and methods which go beyond the Kirkpatrick model and
could enhance the usefulness of training evaluations.

Evaluation Purposes and Quality Criteria
This section defines the purposes of evaluation and the quality criteria by which
evaluative models may be assessed. These criteria guided the dissertation’s assessment
of present and possible evaluation models.
What is the purpose of evaluation?
Broadly speaking, there are two widely-cited categories of evaluation goals:
summative and formative (Edelenbos & van Buren, 2005; Iverson, 2003; Patton, 1986;
Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001; Scriven, 1991). Summative evaluation, often done after
program completion, aims at assessing the impact or effectiveness of the program.
Summative evaluations are primarily concerned with accountability: the extent to which
programs can correctly claim to have achieved their goals. Summative evaluations are
useful for decision making on continuation of the program or future use of similar ones.
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Formative evaluation, for its part, is aimed at gathering information that can help
improve and enhance programs.

Formative evaluations are also referred to in the

literature as “learning” evaluations. Learning evaluations are aimed more at
understanding what must be done to achieve objectives than at, in the words of Edelenbos
and van Buren (2005:603), “determining the score”.
In addition to formative and summative evaluation goals, Michael Quinn Patton
has suggested a third category of evaluation, that of developmental evaluation (Patton,
1996; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2001:20). If summative evaluations ask: “What has the
program achieved?”, and formative evaluations ask: “What can be done to improve the
program?” developmental evaluations ask the question: What is to be done and how can
it be achieved?. Developmental evaluation largely occurs in the planning stages of a
program or in its early phases. Questions addressed in this form of evaluation include:
What are the right sets of activities, processes and strategies for this program? What is
the best program design? What goals and objectives should the program have?
Developmental and formative evaluations are similar in that they look at the process of
implementation rather than assessing results. In fact, many theorists do not recognize
developmental evaluation as a distinct category, separate from formative evaluation
(Edelenbos & van Buren, 2005; Iverson, 2003; Patton, 1986). However, Patton (1996)
distinguishes between the two by claiming that they serve different purposes:
Formative evaluation remains connected to summative evaluation and
defines a preliminary stage of assessment, while the program and its
evaluation are getting ready for the real thing: summative judgment…
Developmental evaluation serves development-oriented programs that
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have as their purpose the vague, general notion of development.…. The
process often involves engaging participants in setting and achieving their
own goals. Program designers observe where they end up and make
judgments about the implications of what has happened for future
programming and re-engineering. They never expect to arrive at a steady
state of programming because they're constantly tinkering as participants,
conditions, learning, and context change. (p. 136)
Developmental evaluations may provide useful information for decision makers.
However, in practice, evaluators are rarely present in the planning phases of programs,
and the evaluative function has typically been perceived as formative and/or summative
rather than developmental. Indeed, many would argue that what Patton calls
developmental evaluation is simply a re-naming of program planning and not a form of
evaluation at all (Edelenbos & van Buren, 2005; Iverson, 2003). Moreover, in the day-today work of evaluators, the lines between summative and formative evaluations are often
blurred. Evaluators are frequently asked to provide information which can be used for
both learning and accountability purposes. Thus, for example the OECD-DAC (1992)
defines aid evaluation as:
…an assessment, as systematic and objective as possible, of an on-going
or completed project, program, or policy, its design, implementation and
results. The aim is to determine the relevance and fulfillment of
objectives, developmental efficiency, effectiveness, impact and
sustainability. An evaluation should provide information that is credible
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and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons learned into the decisionmaking processes of both recipients and donors. (p. 132)
The literature on training evaluation, for its part, tends to include both learning
and accountability goals. One of the most widely-cited guides to training evaluation
(Philips and Stone, 2002: 56) identifies ten objectives of training evaluation: (a)
Determining success in accomplishing training objectives; (b) Identifying strengths and
weaknesses in the training process; (c) Comparing the costs and benefits of a training
program; (d) Deciding who should participate in future programs; (e) Testing the clarity
and validity of tests, cases and exercises; (f) Identifying which participants have had the
most success with training; (g) Reinforcing major points made to the participant; (h)
Gathering data to assist in marketing future programs; (i) Determining if training was the
appropriate solution for the specific need; (j) Establishing a database that can assist
management in making decisions.
While evaluators are frequently charged with gathering information for both
learning and accountability purposes, there is widespread recognition that summative and
formative evaluations generally are based on very different types of data, which often
need to be collected in very different ways (Patton, 1996:66). Moreover, there is often an
inherent trade-off between learning and accountability aims. Devoting resources and
attention to proving program impact will limit the amount of resources that can be
devoted to gathering information that can help improve program implementation.
Moreover, program implementers and beneficiaries are likely to react differently to
evaluators, depending on their primary evaluative goals. It may be more difficult for
evaluators charged with the task of “allocating scores” to hold an open dialogue with
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program implementers about potential program improvements than it would be for
evaluators whose sole function is to facilitate program learning.
The trade-off between summative and formative evaluative data collection is
widely recognized in the literature (Brinkerhoff, 1987; Fitz-Enz, 1994; Smutylo, 2001).
Some experts prioritize the collection of summative evaluative information that can
accurately determine program impact. Others argue that proving impact diverts resources
from what they see as the more useful formative function of improving programs through
understanding and assessing which elements of a program appear to be working and
which do not. Of course, even formative evaluations must be based on some sense of the
program’s effects, but the levels of proof and specificity of program outcome data needed
for formative evaluation are generally lower. Thus, while some evaluation experts call
for use of more rigorous quasi-experimental and experimental studies to accurately
determine program impact (Bamberger, 2000; Savedoff, et al, 2006), others claim that
such evaluations divert resources from more useful questions. Specifically, the argument
has been made that (a) proving program impact is often prohibitively costly or impossible
and that (b) formative evaluative information aimed at learning how to improve programs
is generally far more useful to decision makers.
Thus, for example, John Mayne (1999:5) argues that “Measurement in the public
sector is less about precision and more about increasing understanding and knowledge. It
is about increasing what we know about what works in an area and thereby reducing
uncertainty… We need to include softer and qualitative measurement tools in our concept
of measurement in the public sector.” Similarly, Patton, in his book on utilizationfocused evaluation (1986:128), asserts that, where evaluation resources are limited,
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information on program implementation is generally more useful to decision makers than
information on program results.
The same perspective has been voiced by evaluators in both the international
development and training fields. Terry Smutylo (2001) of Canada’s International
Development Research Centre writes about the dangers of attempting impact evaluations
for most international development programs. In fact, he argues that donor demands for
more impact evaluations pose “threats to learning from evaluations of development
efforts.” Instead, he asserts that limited aid evaluation dollars should be focused on
learning how to increase effectiveness of programs in relation to ultimate goals, by
studying program processes and evaluating the direct effects of a program on behaviors,
actions and relationships rather than by evaluating the ultimate contribution of programs
to the achievement of development goals.
This sentiment is echoed by several training evaluation experts. For example,
Robert Brinkerhoff claims in his book “Achieving Results from Training” (1987) that,
“…the primary payoff from evaluating HRD (human resource development) is the
improvement of programs. Although accountability data are needed, “proving” the value
of HRD is not the main reason to evaluate it. When evaluation data are systematically
collected and used to make programs work better, the “proof” argument tends to take care
of itself.” And Fitz-Enz (1994) suggests that,
One of the self-imposed barriers to seeking the concrete value of training
programs is the mistaken notion that the trainer must present proof, with a
capital "P", that training had a special effect on the organization's bottom
line. So many factors affect the human and financial performance of a
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company, it is said, that isolating the pure contribution of training is
impossible....The objective of a valid and reliable evaluation effort that
assigns a specific value to the outcome of a training program is simply
this: to demonstrate that there is a probable correlation between the
training event and a subsequent change in quality, productivity, sales or
service. (p.56)
By what criteria should evaluation be assessed?
One of the most commonly referenced criteria for judging the value and
quality of evaluations are those of the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Program Evaluation (1994). These standards include the following four criteria:


Utility: providing useful information to decision-makers.



Feasibility: realistic, prudent, diplomatic and frugal.



Propriety: in the sense that they are legal, ethical and show due regard to
those involved in the evaluation and those affected by results, and;



Accuracy: conveying “technically adequate information about the features
that determine worth or merit of the program being evaluated.”

One of the notable features of these standards is that they take a broad view of the
elements of evaluation quality. In the words of Daniel Stufflebeam, one of the principal
authors of the standards, the standards are designed to go beyond the “narrow view that
any good evaluation should meet only the experimental design requirements of internal
and external validity.” (Stufflebeam, 2004: 100). The Joint Committee supplements the
accuracy category with three other categories of standards, recognizing that there may be
possible tradeoffs between these four groups of criteria, and leaving it to the evaluator to
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judge how to reconcile potential conflicts rather than suggesting that one category takes
primacy over the others.
The Joint Committee standards have been chosen as the most relevant set of
evaluation criteria for the purposes of this dissertation. While there are other commonlyused evaluation standards, these generally refer to the ethical responsibilities of the
evaluator, rather than the quality of the evaluation, and thus are less suitable for this
analysis. Thus, for example, the American Evaluation Association’s guiding principles
include that evaluators display honesty, integrity and competence and respect the
security, dignity and self-worth of evaluation stakeholders (2004). While it is of course
important that evaluation methods not contradict these ethical guiding principles, there is
no indication that there are significant ethical shortcomings in any of the presently-used
or proposed models of training evaluation. Consequently, the Joint Committee standards
are far more relevant and instructive with regard to judging the quality of models of
training evaluation.
This dissertation’s analysis of the Kirkpatrick model of training evaluation, as
well as of the new personal benchmark system developed in the context of this research,
was guided by the Joint Committee’s evaluation standards. Analysis focused on the
standards of usefulness, feasibility and accuracy as there is no suggestion in the literature
that basic standards of propriety are commonly not met in training evaluation.

The

following is a more detailed description of each of the relevant criteria as they relate to
this dissertation’s analysis of training evaluation:
Feasibility. The Joint Committee's feasibility standards call for evaluation
systems that are as easy to implement as possible, efficient in their use of time and
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resources, adequately funded, and viable from a number of other standpoints. There are
three standards under this attribute including practical procedures, political viability, and
fiscal viability. Feasibility is judged from the perspective of those administering the
evaluation. In the case of international training courses – evaluation is almost always
conducted by training institute representatives – either course organizers themselves, the
evaluation department of the training institute, or external consultants hired by the
training institutes to conduct the evaluation.
Utility
Utility, as a subjective concept, depends on which decision makers are using the
information generated through evaluation. In the case of training evaluation, this can
include training institute personnel, the workplace organizations of participants that chose
to send their employees to training courses, or the donors who financed training. This
dissertation primarily looks at utility of evaluative information for training course
organizers and other training institute officials. This is due to the fact that these agents
are likely to be the primary users of evaluative information.
Accuracy
The Joint Committee definition of accuracy does not conform with the Oxford
English Dictionary definition of “correct in all its forms” - a definition with suggests
conformity with an objective factual reality. Rather, the Joint Committee standards inject
a certain degree of relativity to the construct by referring to “technically adequate
information” and a degree of utility by referring to the purpose of that information,
namely, to “determine the worth or merit of the program.” Thus, this definition views
accuracy through the utilitarian prism of whether the information obtained is accurate
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enough to determine the worth or merit of the program without requiring that data be held
to the most rigorous standards of empirically-proven truth.
The dissertation embraced this more utilitarian concept of accuracy. In
particular, in its analysis of the present use of the Kirkpatrick framework, it focused on
the issue of construct validity – the extent to which constructs actually measure the things
that they are intended to measure. For example, in determining whether training
participants have learned from the course, survey questions soliciting participant selfreports on the extent that they have learned will only be seen as accurate and credible to
the extent that there is evidence that self-reports of learning reflect actual learning.

Training Evaluation - The Kirkpatrick Model
The most frequently employed model for training evaluation was developed
almost 50 years ago by Donald Kirkpatrick. The Kirkpatrick model (1968) traces a
results chain that begins with participant satisfaction and learning outputs, leading to
workplace behavior change outcomes and then to impact on target organizations. To
assess progress along this chain, the model defines four levels of training evaluation:
1. Reaction: Satisfaction of participants as measured by structured questionnaires
at the end of the course or participant interviews.
2. Learning: Learning gains as measured by tests at end of course (or pre- and
post- tests) or assessment of in-class projects.
3. Behavior: Changes in workplace behavior, as measured by interviews with
/surveys of participants, supervisors, colleagues, subordinates and/or
participant observation.
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4. Results: Impact of training on organizational performance and achievement
of organizational objectives.
While variations on this model have been proposed by other writers over the past
half century, as is detailed in the next sections, the Kirkpatrick model has remained the
point of reference and dominant paradigm for virtually all training evaluation (Brown &
Reed, 2002:2; Holton, 1996:5; Newstrom, 1978; Wang & Spitzer, 2005). In fact, a
recent review of new approaches to evaluation of learning programs commissioned by the
World Bank Institute found that of the over 20 experts interviewed for the research, none
used or even knew of any approach other than Kirkpatrick’s (Evans, 2007:4).

However,

while use of Kirkpatrick's "four level" terminology is pervasive amongst training
evaluators, there are those who argue that Kirkpatrick's framework is not an evaluation
model at all, but rather a taxonomy of outcomes (Holton, 1996:5). This claim is based on
the fact that, Kirkpatrick defines what he sees as the four levels of training results without
being prescriptive about what methods of evaluation should be used at each level, or
asserting that there is any causal link between the levels. Indeed, Kirkpatick's theory of
training evaluation assumes that it is possible to look at various levels of training results
in isolation from other levels.
Kirkpatrick plus models.
While the Kirkpatrick model remains the standard for virtually all training
evaluation conducted today, a number of “Kirkpatrick-plus” models have suggested
building on the Kirkpatrick model. One category of such models is the “fifth levelists”,
those who propose adding a fifth level to Kirkpatrick’s four-level framework. For
example, Phillips & Stone (2002) add a fifth level of return on investment. Hamblin
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(1974), for his part, suggests a different fifth level of evaluation, that of ultimate value.
Hamblin argues that it is often useful to distinguish between measuring change at the
organizational level and measuring how that change impacts the ultimate criteria by
which an organization judges its success, whether these criteria involve monetary return
on investment or other cost-benefit considerations. Kaufman & Keller (1994) also
suggest a fifth level of evaluation. In their version, the fifth level should be societal value
of training.
Other evaluation specialists suggest building on Kirkpatrick’s levels not by
adding to them but by better elaborating what is to be measured at each level, and by
providing techniques for how this could be done. For example, Warr & Bunce (1995)
suggest that level one questionnaires should be broken down into three distinct
categories: reported enjoyment of training, its perceived usefulness, and its perceived
difficulty. Lee & Pershing (2002) elaborate at length possible standards for level one
questionnaire design. Mathieu et al. (1992) propose an interim category of attitude
change between the categories of reactions and learning. Kraiger, Ford & Salas (1993),
for their part, use cognitive theory to suggest a classification scheme dividing
Kirkpatrick’s level two (learning) into cognitive (verbal knowledge, knowledge
organization, cognitive strategies), skill-based, and affective (attitudinal and
motivational) learning outputs. Hamblin (1974) and Faerman & Ban (1993) provide a
variety of different measurement techniques in order to aid evaluators in measuring
Kirkpatrick’s four levels.
All of these above authors share a basic acceptance of the Kirkpatrick framework.
While some add a fifth level and others better define the composite elements of the levels
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or provide new tools for measuring them, all of them begin with the premise that training
evaluation should be primarily a summative exercise, measuring training achievements
along a results chain which starts with trainee reactions, and then moves to learning
outputs, behavior outcomes, organizational impacts and, in some cases, beyond. In other
words, they all share the basic assumption of the Kirkpatrick framework that the primary
purpose of training evaluation is the assessment of results, rather than generating
information on program design and implementation which can be used to improve
program performance. The Kirkpatrick approach, however, has been widely criticized by
other theorists, precisely for this assumption. Kirkpatrick’s focus on results
measurement is criticized on the basis of its utility, feasibility, and accuracy, to use the
terminology of the Joint Committee standards outlined at the beginning of this chapter.
The following section documents the literature criticizing the Kirkpatrick framework.
The Kirkpatrick framework’s feasibility.
A feasible evaluation, according to the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation (1994), is one that has practical procedures, political viability,
efficient and effective resource use and effective project management strategies. Where
evaluation strategies are lacking in feasibility, evaluators will have difficulty correctly
and effectively implementing them. The evidence on use of the different levels of the
Kirkpatrick framework suggests that the framework may not be feasible in many training
contexts. As is reviewed in the following paragraphs, there is extensive literature
documenting the lack of training evaluation beyond level one, in both corporate and
international development contexts. While level one evaluations are almost always
administered at the end of training courses, attempts to evaluate how training has affected
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the work behavior (level three: training outputs) of training participants or the
achievement of broader organizational goals of their workplaces (level four: training
impact) are seldom made. This section presents the evidence on the lack of full use of the
Kirkpatrick framework, and explores some possible reasons why pursuing higher levels
of training evaluation might be largely infeasible in many training situations.
Kirkpatrick, and later authors who have expanded upon his framework, all insist
that good training evaluation must involve at least some evaluation of the effect of
training on workplace behavior and organizational performance. However, in reality,
research indicates that only a small proportion of training organizations systematically go
beyond level one in training evaluation. Surveys of American corporate training
programs have found only limited use of any evaluative tool beyond participant reaction
questionnaires (Brandenburg 1982; Parker 1986; Saari et al. 1988; Training 1996). The
lack of higher levels of training evaluation has been recognized as a problem for decades.
Nearly 40 years ago, a 1970 review of management training evaluation studies published
over the previous two decades found that less than a third evaluated the effects of training
on individual job performance or on organizational results (Clement, 1981). The low
incidence of level three and four evaluation has remained consistent or, possibly,
deteriorated, since this study was completed. Robinson & Robinson (1989), in a survey
of 150 training directors, found that while 97% administered level one evaluations at least
occasionally (77% did such evaluations 81-100% of the time) and 90% conducted level
two learning evaluations at least occasionally, 31% never did level three evaluations and
60% never conducted level four. A 1999 American Society for Training and
Development report found that of the courses reviewed by the ASTD’s benchmarking
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forum, 89% were evaluated at level one, 29% at level two, 11% at level three and only
2% at level four (cited in Pershing & Pershing, 2001). In sum, to cite one review of
training evaluation models: “Training evaluation is a bit like eating five portions of fruit
and vegetables a day; everyone knows that they are supposed to do it, everyone says they
are planning to do better in the future and few people admit to have gotten it right”
(Tamkin et al, 2002:ix).
While there is no survey information or other forms of data available on the
reasons why higher levels are evaluation are rarely undertaken in corporate training
programs, a number of possibilities have been suggested by training and training
evaluation experts. Morgan and Casper (2000) argue that training organizations restrict
themselves to level one evaluations because higher levels are too costly to perform.
Others suggest that an “accountability vacuum” exists that limits the impetus for, and
thus the political viability of, training evaluation. For example, Robinson & Robinson
(1989) argue that human resource departments in companies are generally only held
accountable for the design and delivery of training programs, not for their effects on
workplace organizations. Thus, human resource departments are only required to report
on participant training days, participant satisfaction and/or learning. Robinson &
Robinson argue that disconnect between line managers and human resource development
managers results in neither being held accountable for demonstrating the effect of
training on the workplace. Brinkerhoff similarly asserts (2003) that:
Anyone involved professionally in training in today’s organization cannot
help but observe that the typical training practitioner is so busy organizing
and delivering training that there is very little effort paid to….follow-up
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assessment of training results. The concern of the training staff, and often
the formal budget reports of the training unit, is with measure of activity:
training hours provided, training seats filled, numbers of programs
delivered and so forth. Almost never are long-range results of training
assessed, nor are training staff terribly concerned with them (p.42).
In other words, training departments are generally given neither the politicalmanagerial support, nor the time or budgets to evaluate the effect of training on
participant workplace behavior or on organizations. This suggests that, in the absence of
strong managerial commitment to more extensive evaluation, post-course evaluation may
neither be politically viable nor procedurally practical.
This “accountability vacuum” may be exacerbated where training is being done
externally, through dispatch of trainees to outside courses, rather than through in-house
training. Saari et al (1988) demonstrated that companies are far more likely to assess the
effects of training on workplace performance and organizational outcomes when courses
are held internally within the organization. They found in a review of 1,000 randomly
selected mid-size and large US companies with formal management training programs,
that, while a full 98% of companies with company-specific management programs
conducted at least some evaluation of their in-house courses, 32% of companies who sent
their employees to short external courses did nothing to evaluate their effects and 42% of
companies who sent their employees to executive MBA programs did not evaluate their
results, despite the fact that an average of $14,000 per person was spent on such training.
This absence of post-course training evaluation appears to be present in
international development contexts as well. A recent review of training evaluation
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theory and practice commissioned by the World Bank Institute (WBI) found that training
organizations in the private sector conduct post-course training evaluation more
frequently than the WBI (Evans, 2007). A benchmarking exercise conducted by the
author of this dissertation for the World Bank Independent Evaluation Group found that
of five reviewed training organizations working in developing countries [JICA (Japan),
MASHAV (Israel), WBI (World Bank Institute), ITCILO the International Training
Center of the International Labor Organization, and INWENT (Germany)] only one,
INWENT, systematically conducted evaluations of its programs beyond level one (IEG,
2008).
There are a number of reasons why evaluating training’s effect on workplace
behavior and organizational performance is likely to be even less feasible in international
development contexts than in developed country, corporate contexts. First, much of the
training done in the former contexts is done through external, rather than in-house
courses, which, as Saari et al.’s research suggests, may exacerbate the “accountability
vacuum”. Second, evaluation of training workplace behavior outcomes and
organizational impact in international development contexts can be more expensive to
execute than evaluations done for in-house corporate training programs. Unlike
corporate training programs, training for international development generally involves
separate entities, in different countries, financing, providing and benefiting from training.
The training financer-provider-beneficiary divide is likely to necessitate greater effort and
expense to obtain information on how training has affected participants’ on-the-job
performance and their organizations’ efficacy, because it is often the donor who is
commissioning and/or conducting the evaluation from the “outside” rather than the
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beneficiary observing from the “inside” how training has affected organizational
performance (Iverson 2003, 15). This can complicate access to information, sometimes
necessitating dispatch of foreign consultants to one or more countries to gather
information, thus considerably raising the cost of evaluations. Thus, for example, a
recent evaluation of the post-course workplace performance outcomes and organizational
impact of one international training program conducted by a UN training organization
necessitated the dispatch of an external consultant to several beneficiary countries,
costing approximately $100,000 to conduct (Taken from an interview with Franz Lenglet,
Deputy Director, ITCILO, September 2006).
While these feasibility factors suggest the likely low incidence of level three and
four evaluations for training done in international development contexts, no studies prior
to this dissertation have actually been undertaken thus far documenting the collection, or
lack thereof, of higher level training evaluation data by development training institutes
(DTIs). Nor have there been any attempts to systematically document the reasons why
information on training effects on workplace behavior or organizational performance is
so rarely collected.
The Kirkpatrick framework’s utility.
The utility of the Kirkpatrick framework has been criticized by practitioners and
theorists for its narrow focus on evaluation of results. Some argue that, for training
evaluation to serve both accountability and learning purposes, it is not enough to evaluate
training results, as the Kirkpatrick model prescribes, but, rather one must also determine
the reasons for training success or failure. In addition, some theorists and practitioners
see a strong need for training evaluation that is not only formative and summative in
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nature, but also developmental, assisting training practitioners in design of their courses
rather than just assessing implementation or results.
Much of the criticism of the utility of Kirkpatrick’s framework stems from the
fact that the effects of training on workplace performance are largely dependent not on
the quality of the training program itself, but on intervening variables external to the
training course such as organizational support and resources for implementing learning
(Brinkerhoff & Apking, 2006; Holton, 1996; IEG, 2008). For this reason, Brown &
Gerhardt (2002), Brown & Reed (2002), Holton (1996) and Brinkerhoff (1988, 2006)
have all suggested that Kirkpatrick’s framework does not provide sufficiently useful
information for decision makers interested in improving the results of training. In
Holton’s (1996) words,
The only conclusion possible using data within the four-level model is that
something is wrong with the training program. However, if the many
intervening variables that remain unmeasured are considered, it is quite
possible that the training program is well designed and that the problem
lies outside the classroom with some element of the organization, job or
individual. Thus, to the extent that evaluations should provide information
to make correct decisions about HRD [Human Resource Development]
interventions, the four-level taxonomy fails to do so when the outcomes
are not those desired. (p. 8)
Holton (1996) emphasizes the importance of building into evaluative schemes
information on how trainee characteristics influence success. Holton argues that the
causal linkages between the four levels in Kirkpatrick’s model are unclear, and that
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further research is needed to develop a fully-specified model of successful training,
detailing how intervening variables such as motivation to learn, trainability, job attitudes,
personal characteristics and workplace conditions affect training success. Holton calls
for the development of a new model for training evaluation that would take into account
these and other factors likely to affect training success.
Hamblin (1974) and Brinkerhoff (2006), for their part, have placed particular
emphasis on the importance of building into training evaluation an understanding of the
organizational factors affecting training success. They have both argued that useful
training evaluation should reinforce the partnership between management, trainers and
trainees and provide information not only on training but on the ‘performance system’
factors that facilitate or impede training impact. Brinkerhoff criticizes the Kirkpatrick
framework for looking at training in isolation from the organizational context in which it
is done. In doing so, Brinkerhoff (2006) argues that Kirkpatrick designates trainers as the
primary client of the evaluative exercise, whereas, in his view, it is the line manager who
should be seen as the primary consumer of training evaluation. In other words, while
trainers may only be concerned with what goes on in their classrooms, line managers
need to understand how training inputs interact with individual, organizational and
institutional inputs and conditions in order to help achieve organizational goals. To
support these managers, he argues that training evaluation should be recast as evaluation
of the entire managerial and performance system needed to achieve training results,
including not only training, but also organizational factors such as managerial support
and availability of resources for implementation of learning.
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If we want to evaluate "transfer" or behavioral change from training, we
must evaluate the managerial and performance system, not training. The
primary feedback channel should be to the owners of the performance
system: line management and senior leadership. If we are really serious
about improving the performance that training can contribute to, then we
need to be equally serious about getting all the players in the performance
partnership involved in understanding their roles, their contributions, their
successes, and their failures. (p. 43)
Others criticize the utility of Kirkpatrick by arguing that training evaluation
should most usefully begin in the developmental phase, in order to ensure better use of
training resources. Given the strong influence of factors external to training on the
likelihood of training success, some authors have argued that there is a need for
evaluative frameworks which are not only formative and summative in nature, but also
developmental, helping to better align training content with organizational realities
(Brinkerhoff, 2006; Brown & Gerhardt, 2002). According to this perspective, evaluative
techniques should be used in the planning phases of a training program in order to
determine the likelihood of training success in a given organizational context and to
ensure that participants are properly selected and training is well-targeted to
organizational needs. Thus, for example, a developmental evaluation of training might
aid in ensuring that training programs are matched to organizational needs, that training
content is appropriate for the participants’ level of expertise and that the necessary
resources and managerial support exist in the workplace for implementing new skills
acquired through training.
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The Kirkpatrick framework’s accuracy.
The final grounds upon which the Kirkpatrick framework has been criticized can
be placed under the category of accuracy. Specifically, what is often criticized is the
construct validity of information obtained at the different levels, that is, whether
evaluations actually measure the things they are used to indicate. These critiques are not
so much criticisms of the Kirkpatrick framework in theory as they are criticisms of how
the framework is commonly used and what information each level of evaluation is
thought to produce. Due to the expense, effort and time necessary to conduct higher level
evaluations, training evaluators tend to use level one and two evaluations as proxy
indicators for information on higher levels of training outcomes (level three) and impact
(level four). They generally do so by asking participants to assess, as part of level one
questionnaires, how useful and relevant training is to them. However, while level one
and two evaluations may provide accurate information on participant satisfaction and
learning levels, research indicates that they are not accurate predictors of whether
participants can and will use what they’ve learned on the job.
Accuracy of level 1 evaluations.
Level one evaluations provide information on participants’ degree of satisfaction
with training. They may ask participants for their perceptions of how much they learned
or the relevance, interest and usefulness of training content, the effectiveness of the
instructor or the quality of training materials (Keller, 1996:7). The results of end-of
course participant satisfaction questionnaires are often cited by training institutes as
evidence of course outcomes. However, while such questionnaires may provide accurate
information on participant satisfaction, extensive research has documented that
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participant satisfaction, or even participant perceptions of learning and utility, does not
correlate with either learning or, more importantly, with the likelihood that trainees will
be able to successfully apply what they have learned on the job (Lee & Pershing, 2002;
Bramley & Newby, 1984; Warr et al., 1999). Thus, while level one evaluations may be
useful to monitor and improve variables such as training content and instructor
performance, they cannot be seen as indicators of the likelihood of successful learning
outcomes, behavior outcomes or organizational impact.
Rodin & Rodin (1972) found a negative correlation between participants’ selfassessments as recorded in level one evaluations and actual learning. Dixon (1990), as
well as Warr & Bunce (1995), found no correlation between participant perceptions of
whether they had learned or assessments of course enjoyment, usefulness, and difficulty
and participant learning. Faerman & Ban (1993) found only a moderate relationship
between participant ratings in level one evaluations of course utility and subsequent job
behavior, while Noe & Schmitt (1986) found no link between the two. Alliger et al.’s
(1997) meta-analysis of training evaluation studies conducted between 1959 and 1997
also concluded that there was no correlation between participant satisfaction and learning.
Notwithstanding the above findings, some research has suggested that
differentiated level one evaluations may provide more accurate information than general
questions on course satisfaction about the likelihood of learning being used in the
workplace. Thus, Alliger et al. (1997) found that, when participant satisfaction
questionnaires asked both whether participants had enjoyed training (affective reactions)
and whether training was useful for their jobs (utility reactions), enjoyment was
uncorrelated with on-the-job behavior change, but there was a modest correlation
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between utility reactions and behavior change. Alternately, end-of-course questionnaires
can be used to go beyond participant’s attitudes to gather information on participants’
workplace organizational contexts. For example, Motorola University reports that the
following workplace-related questions on their level one questionnaires were stronger
predictors of the on-the-job impact of training than evaluation questions on course
content, quality and self-assessment of learning (IEG, 2008:36):
1. My managers know what I was taught in training.
2. The training was built to match the way I need to do my job.
3. Job aids are available to support what I learned in this training.
4. The procedures taught in this training are ones I can use on the job.
5. I feel my co-workers will help me if I have problems using this
training on the job.
6. In general, applying training on the job helps employees in their
careers with Motorola.
In sum, while level one questionnaires may give accurate information on
participant enjoyment and overall satisfaction, on quality of training content, lecturers
and materials and on workplace contexts, they are less accurate as indicators of learning
or likely utility of learning in the workplace. There is a problem of construct validity
with level one questionnaires which ask for participants to report on whether they learned
from the course and whether they feel the course will be useful to them in the workplace.
Participant self-reports are not likely to give accurate pictures of the true extent of
learning or the likelihood that training content will actually be applied at work.
Accuracy of level two evaluations.
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Possibilities for accurately measuring learning vary somewhat, depending on
factors such as the type of learning being measured. It is generally easier to measure
acquisition of hard skills or knowledge gains than soft skills or attitudes. However, even
where it is possible to provide good measurements of learning, this cannot be seen as a
proxy indicator for increased “capacity to” rather than just “knowledge of”. While one
might expect that evaluations of participant learning (level two) would be good predictors
of whether learning is used on the job, research indicates that this is not the case. Even
where learning has occurred, trainees may have difficulty understanding how to apply
what they’ve learned in a workplace context (Erikson 1990; Ghodisian et al 1997).
Clement (1982), in a study of the training of 50 new supervisors, found no relationship
between the magnitude of learning gains and that of work behavior change. More
important predictors of workplace behavior change, he found, were similarity between
workplace environments and training content, opportunity to practice learned skills, and
the expectations of peers and immediate supervisors. Alliger et. al (1997) found that
learning evaluations which measured behavior or skills application change in-course only
weakly predicted use of those behavior and skills once participants had returned to the
workplace. They concluded that such behavioral learning evaluations were even weaker
predictors of workplace performance change than participant perceptions of learning
usefulness as recorded in level one questionnaires.
Level three accuracy.
There are many possible ways of accurately measuring the effect of training on
trainees’ workplace performance. These may include observation of participants in the
workplace, measuring performance improvements against pre-course baseline data, 360
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degree evaluation surveys of trainee performance, in-depth interviews with supervisors,
work colleagues, clients and/or policy makers, among many others. However, as
illustrated in the above section on feasibility of evaluations, these methods are generally
cost-prohibitive in the sort of short-term, multi-country or multi-organization DTI
courses which this dissertation addresses.
The least costly, and most common, method by which training institutes measure
post-course workplace behavior change or performance is through participant
questionnaires administered three months to two years after course completion (Tamkin,
2002, Tascherau, 1998). However, there are serious concerns with the accuracy of
participant self-reports of training results. Participants may not be the best qualified to
assess their own performance. One study of 360 degree performance evaluations which
compared self, superior, subordinate and peer assessments of performance to assessment
center performance test results found that self-reports were the least accurate of all
assessments as compared to performance test results. In fact, the study described selfreports as “highly inaccurate”, with the least competent employees likely to give
themselves the highest ratings (Atkins & Wood 2002). Similarly, Carless & RobertThompson (2001), in a study of 545 participants in a Royal Australian Airforce
leadership training course, found that there was a low level of agreement between selfand trainer assessments of leadership qualities, with the worst performers most greatly
overestimating their skills.
The inaccuracy of participant self-reports of use of training may be exacerbated in
international development contexts where participants receive training as a free good,
sometimes with perks such as per diems or trips abroad. Beneficiaries may see
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themselves as having an interest in stating that training was successful in order to ensure
that they will continue to receive donor funds. There may also be a lack of confluence
between beneficiary goals and funder goals, making even the definition of what would
constitute a positive training outcome a matter of debate. Moreover, cultural differences
may also complicate communication and data analysis (Iverson, 2003: 15).
Level four accuracy.
Obtaining accurate information on organizational impact (level four), has long
been recognized as a difficult, and in some cases, impossible, endeavor (Dionne,
1996:280; Fitz-enz,1994:56; Pulley, 1994:20; Warr et. al., 1999:355).

Three reasons are

primarily cited for the difficulty. First, not all training goals may have easily monitorable
indicators. This is particularly true in international development contexts, where many
goals, such as good governance, human rights or community empowerment, are far more
difficult to measure than private-sector variables such as profits or client satisfaction
(Iverson, 2003:14; Smytulo, 2001; Whyte, 2004:19). Second, as non-training related
factors, both endogenous and exogenous to the organization, can have a strong effect on
organizational performance, it is often difficult to isolate the effects of training from that
of other changes or interventions (Kaufman & Keller, 1994: 372). Attributing impact
may be particularly difficult for many international development programs, where
success can often only result from complex programs involving multiple, interrelated
interventions. Thus, identifying the contribution of training to changes in organizational
performance indicators may be particularly difficult (Smutylo, 2001). Finally, even
where it is possible to disaggregate the impact of training on organizational performance
from other interventions, these effects may only be apparent in the long-term – far too
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late to be picked up in post-program evaluations (Brinkerhoff, 2003). For these reasons,
several authors have suggested abandoning altogether attempts at level four assessments
of program impact for capacity building interventions in international development
contexts and have recommended instead focusing on better level three evaluations (IEG,
2008; Smutylo, 2001).
Re-examining the concept of accuracy.
The above analysis suggests that it is extremely difficult, given the resources
commonly available to training institutes, to feasibly gather accurate information on
training results at the level of participant behavior change outcomes and organizational
impact. This is partly because level one and two evaluations can in no way be used as
proxy indicators for higher levels of evaluation and level three evaluations may be
difficult to administer. Moreover, participants may not themselves have an accurate
understanding of how training has affected them and their organizations. This presents a
certain "catch 22" of training results evaluation. On the one hand, participant self reports
at any level cannot be viewed as an accurate gauge of participant workplace behavior
outcomes or organizational impact. On the other hand, the expense of forms of postcourse data collection other than self reports in written questionnaires may be
prohibitively costly for most training institutes. However, this does not necessarily
imply that the solution is to develop better, less costly tools to improve accuracy of
information gathered on the level of participant behavior outcomes and organizational
impact.

Instead, the work of some theorists would suggest that we should abandon the

criteria of accuracy for participant self-reports of training results altogether.
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Fowler would argue that accuracy is not the correct term at all for the sort of data
gathered through participant self-reports (1995: 151). According to Fowler, positivist
concepts of accuracy are limited in their applicability to measurement of subjective
attitudes. In other words, when asking a respondent for his or her opinion on a matter, it
is impossible to speak of one opinion as being more “accurate” than another. Instead,
the relevant question is merely whether the survey has captured the nature of the
respondent’s opinion in a sufficiently nuanced manner. Fowler suggests that we should
ask not whether respondents’ opinions have been captured accurately, but whether these
opinions as recorded reflect sufficient variation to be useful to the surveyor. For
example, if 99% of survey respondents choose the same answer option on a close-ended
question on their opinions, the data generated by the question is not, according to Fowler,
a particularly useful one to the surveyor. Rather, a good survey question is one which
better captures the variations of opinion, however subtle, that are likely to exist between
respondents.
Fowler’s approach to survey questions soliciting respondents’ attitudes is
reminiscent of Lincoln & Guba’s approach to the concept of validity (1999: 402).
Lincoln and Guba have developed a full range of criteria for assessing research quality
from a non-positivist perspective. Lincoln & Guba do not see the role of a social science
researcher empirically proving objective fact (whose existence they dispute), but rather,
understanding and representing the multiple representations of reality that subjects of
research may have. For this reason, they reject positivist conceptions of construct
validity or accuracy, and instead propose the quality criterion of credibility. Credibility,
as defined by Lincoln & Guba, is gauged by how closely information gathered reflects
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the actual perceptions of those being studied. For participant self-reports to be
established as credible, they must merely reflect participants’ perceptions of reality rather
than objective truth.
Thus, both Fowler and Lincoln and Guba reject the need for approaches which
solve the accuracy problem of training evaluation by finding feasible methods for
gathering more accurate information at Kirkpatrick’s level three (outcomes) and level
four (impact). Instead, their approaches are more compatible with training evaluation
theorists who argue for the greater utility of data aimed at improving training results
rather than proving them (Brinkerhoff, 1987; Fitz-Enz, 1994; Smutylo, 2001). All these
approaches suggest that the relevant goal for improving training evaluation is not
enhancing accuracy, but rather enhancing the nuance and detail of our understanding of
participant’s own perceptions of the contribution of training to them and to their
organizations.

Towards a New Model for Evaluating Training
The shortcomings of the Kirkpatrick framework and of its present use, suggest a
need for better tools for assessing the contribution of training to capacity building in
international development contexts. This is not to say that the Kirkpatrick model can
never be used to effectively evaluate the learning outputs, workplace performance
outcomes and even, in some cases, the organizational/institutional impact of training.
However, the challenges discussed in the above section point to the difficulties of using
the Kirkpatrick framework as presently used to generate information which may be used
to enhance training programs or understand their effects.
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The following section presents the literature on alternative approaches to training
evaluation and evaluation of other capacity building interventions in international
development contexts. Some of the approaches presented below are predicated on the
argument advanced by several of the academics and practitioners cited earlier in this
chapter that, for evaluation to generate adequate information for learning and
accountability purposes, it must go beyond summative determination of training results.
Others explore methods for results evaluation which, while not incompatible with
Kirkpatrick's framework, go beyond the sort of measurement tools normally associated
with training evaluation. All share a conception of evaluation as something which goes
beyond the Kirkpatrick's summative, ex-post-facto approach. They all suggest that
evaluation should be part of a broader performance system aimed not only at assessing
program effects but also at enhancing program planning, improving program
performance and/or empowering program participants.

In brief, these approaches fall

into four categories:
1. Examining training process and training participants’ workplace context in
order to better understand and improve training results.
2. Adding a developmental component to evaluation – i.e., using evaluative
techniques to help better plan training and control quality up-front.
3. Enhancing the participatory nature of evaluations both to improve the
credibility of findings and to enhance the efficacy of training.
4. Adopting a “Goal-Free” approach to results evaluation.
This section explores these four categories of evaluative tools, discussing their use
in training evaluation as well as in other contexts. In addition, the chapter presents two
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fairly recent examples of evaluations/evaluative techniques in international development
contexts – that of the IDRC’s Outcome Mapping, the World Bank’s Independent
Evaluation Group’s three-tier training evaluation. These models are presented as
potentially instructive ones for the development of a new training evaluation model in the
context of this dissertation.
Process and context evaluation of training.
As documented earlier in this chapter, one of the primary critiques of Kirkpatrick
is that evaluation of training only through measurement of results does not provide
sufficiently useful information for program improvement. For this reason, several
researchers and training evaluation experts have recommended evaluation of training
participants’ workplace contexts and of the training management process in order to be
able to better identify reasons for training success and failure.
Process evaluation is defined by Michael Quinn Patton (1986) in the following
manner:
[Process evaluation]…focuses on the internal dynamics and actual
operations of a program in an attempt to understand its strength and
weaknesses. Process evaluations focus on why certain things are
happening, how the parts of the program fit together, and how people
perceive the program. This approach takes its name from an emphasis on
looking at how a product or outcome is produced rather than at the product
itself. (p.139)
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Context evaluation of training, for its part, looks at the organizational context in which
trainees will be applying learning in order to determine factors which may inhibit or
promote training transfer (Stufflebeam, 2007).
Process and context evaluation of training are particularly useful when the goal of
training goes beyond pure learning to that of “transfer” of learning - defined by Baldwin
& Ford (1988:63) as, “…the degree to which trainees effectively apply the knowledge,
skills and attitudes gained in a training context to the job.” In other words, where training
endeavors to result in workplace performance change rather than just passive learning, it
is useful to gather information regarding variables beyond learning achieved. As transfer
may be influenced by many factors outside of the classroom itself, context and process
evaluations enable evaluators to look at a range of variables that may have influenced
training results. A copious amount of research exists analyzing the factors which
contribute to transfer of training. Among the frequently cited factors:
1.

Trainee characteristics such as age, experience, intelligence,
motivation (Brown and Reed 2002; Facteau et al, 1995; Ford et al,
1992, Foxon, 1993, Mathieu et al, 1992; Naquin & Holton, 2002;
Noe, 1986; Richey, 1992; Warr & Bunce, 1995).

2.

Training design and relevance of training to organizational goals
(Baldwin and Ford,1988; Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995; Carter,
2002; Foxon, 1993, Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001).

3.

Workplace incentives for implementation of training (Baldwin &
Ford,1988; Brinkerhoff ,1989; Facteau et al 1995.
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4.

Organizational structure and culture (Brinkerhoff, 1989; Huczynski
& Lewis, 1980; Kupritz, 2002, Richey, 1992; Rouiller and
Goldstein, 1993; Tannenbaum,1997; Tracey et al 1995, Warr et al,
1970).

5.

Support of colleagues and managers for implementation of learning
(Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995; Facteau et al, 1995; Foxon, 1993;
Georgenson, 1982; Huczynski & Lewis, 1980; Richey, 1992;
Richman-Hirsch 2001; Tracey et al., 1995).

6.

Opportunity to practice skills on the job and post-course follow-up
support of trainees (Arthur & Bennet, 1998; Brown & Reed, 2002;
Ford et al, 1992; Richman-Hirsch 2001).

7.

Pre-training interventions to motivate and focus trainee
(Brinkerhoff and Montesino, 1995; Tannenbaum et. al., 1993;
Stufflebeam and Wingate 2005).

Of these categories, several authors emphasize organizational environment and
support of managers and colleagues as being particularly important. According to one
study of 30 articles in the training literature citing factors inhibiting transfer, the negative
effect of an unsupportive organizational climate on the transfer process accounts for 42%
of inhibiting factors to training transfer, with failure of supervisors to encourage and
reinforce application of training the single most commonly cited factor (Foxon, 1993).
More broadly, as noted in the previous section, Brinkerhoff argues that the greatest
determinant of training success is not the quality of the training program itself, but the
“performance system”, including the resources, organizational support and incentives on
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the job for application of training and the extent to which systems are in place to ensure
that learning is properly targeted to workplace needs. This emphasis on factors outside of
the classroom is also evident in the World Bank-IEG’s (2008) evaluation of World Bankfinanced training, which found that the primary determinants of training success were
targeting of training content to organizational needs and the availability of resources and
incentives for transfer.
Given the importance of individual trainee characteristics, organizational
environment and managerial support, several authors have proposed training evaluation
systems which examine both the organizational context in which training is done and the
processes used in order to ensure that training content and methods are linked to
individual and organizational needs. Berthnal (1995) suggests moving beyond the
Kirkpatrick framework of training results evaluation to assess both training process and
the variables in the work environment that facilitate or impede the effect of training.
Holton et al. (1997) proposed that organizational “transfer climate” be measured through
examining the variables of supervisor support, the extent to which trainees have the
opportunity to use learning on the job, peer support, supervisor sanctions if training is not
used, personal outcomes of transfer (payoffs ranging from positive payoffs such as raises
to negative ones such as reprimands), and the extent to which group norms discourage
use of training. In addition, Holton et al. proposed looking at two training design factors:
content validity (the extent to which content of training reflects job requirements) and
transfer design (the extent to which training gives trainees the ability to use learning on
the job, including through practice and real world applications). Bramely (1996) suggests
investigating a wide range of training management processes, including: the quality and
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specificity of training objectives, the balance between theory and practice in course
content, the basis upon which didactic methods have been chosen and the use of feedback
and performance assessment in-course. Bushnell’s (1990) Input, Process, Output,
Outcomes model proposes supplementing Kirkpatrick’s evaluation of training results
(here described as outputs and outcomes) with evaluation of training inputs such as
trainee qualifications, instructor abilities, instructional materials, facilities and money,
and assessment of the extent to which training is planned, designed and delivered
according to good practice principles.
Developmental and formative evaluation of training.
Some authors go beyond proposing ex-post facto summative evaluation of
training context and process to suggest that evaluation techniques also be used for
developmental and formative evaluation of training, helping training providers better
design training as part of a design-to-evaluation continuum (Brown & Gerhardt 2002).
These evaluation models are all predicated on the belief that up-front evaluation of needs
and of issues in the organizational context can make a significant difference in the
success of training programs (Brinkerhoff & Apking 2006; Salas & Cannon-Bowers
2001). Salas & Cannon-Bower’s comprehensive review of research on training over the
preceding decade found that, “Many training programs fail to reach their goals because of
organizational constraints and conflicts, which could have been identified and
ameliorated before training was implemented. Hence, conducting an organizational
analysis is an important first step in training design.”
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Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process, Product (2007) model proposes the
following evaluative steps, beginning, where possible, in the planning phase of training
(for context and input):
1.

Context: Assessment of the extent to which the program targeted to
needs, problems, assets and opportunities;

2.

Input: Assessment of the extent to which alternative approaches,
competing action plans, staffing plans and budgets have been
evaluated for feasibility and cost-effectiveness;

3.

Process: Ongoing assessment of implementation of training plan to
both improve and judge training’s value;

4.

Product: Identification and assessment of outcomes, both intended
and unintended, short- and long-term.

Warr, Bird & Rackham’s (1970) CIRO (Context, Input, Reaction, Outcome)
model proposes developmental context and input evaluations as well as post-course
“Kirkpatrickian” participant reaction and learning transfer outcome evaluation. In their
model, a context evaluation is used pre-course to determine training needs. The input
phase of their evaluation model looks at available resources and asks how they can be
deployed to maximum effect. For example, the CIRO model includes investigation of
whether training should be done internally in the organization or externally, how much
time should be spent on training, and so forth.
Both Brinkerhoff & Apking (2006) and Brown & Gerhardt (2002) propose that
pre-course developmental evaluation assess not only organizational needs but also the
transfer climate. Brown & Gerhardt (2002) argue that training evaluation should assess
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the extent to which the work environment is likely to support transfer of learning as well
the alignment of training objectives, content and instructional methods with
organizational objectives and strategies. To do so, they emphasize the importance of
involving management in pre-course assessments, portraying the role of the evaluator as
bringing together the training and management functions in order to ensure that training
beneficiaries are more involved in the design and development of training.
Brinkerhoff & Apking (2006) also propose using developmental evaluation
techniques not only to assess the transfer climate but to change it. Like Brown &
Gerhardt, they say that training should be used to determine whether workplaces have
positive transfer climates and what can be done to improve transfer climate. They argue
that improving the impact of learning can best be done through ensuring that (a) training
content is focused to organizational needs; (b) trainees understand the way that training is
supposed to affect their workplace performance; and that (c) supervisors support training
goals and communicate this support to trainees. They propose a number of tools in order
to help enhance the trainer-trainee-management “performance system” partnership,
making both training participants and their direct and upper level management more
involved in training design by having managers take an active role in defining training
goals, communicating these goals to trainees and providing follow-up support for
training.
In sum, the above authors all advocate that training evaluation be developmental
and formative in nature as well as summative. They all argue that a planning-toevaluation continuum starting with needs assessment and goal definition and ending with
evaluation of training results can significantly enhance the effects of training. Some
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research substantiates this conclusion. For example, Richey (1992) argues that training
designers can improve the likelihood of training transfer by taking into account transfer
climate in training design. Richey’s research on instructional design for adult learning
indicates that factors outside of the classroom are generally more important than quality
of training design for training transfer. Based on surveys of almost 200,000 participants
in three major corporate-wide training programs in work safety, Richey concludes that,
“trainee and organizational climate entry characteristics can account for up to 80% of the
knowledge retained after training, leaving instruction and instructional materials
responsible for only a maximum of 20% of the variance.” However, she adds that training
design can be used to compensate for shortcomings in the organizational climate so that,
“With excellent design, instruction may count for up to 60% of the variance.” (1992:37).
Richey details what is meant by excellent design, emphasizing the importance of in-depth
front-end analysis of performance discrepancies on the job as well as the organizational
context for transfer (management behavior, co-worker behavior, physical work
conditions and employee empowerment), trainee characteristics, motivation and
incentives. According to her approach, analysis of organizational needs and environment
can be used to ensure that training programs target needs and deal with constraints to
transfer.
Participatory evaluation of training.
Other benefits to training quality may accrue not as a direct product of such frontend analysis but through use of participatory methods for assessment of training needs
and organizational context factors. Participatory evaluation methods, in which program
beneficiaries play an active role not only in determining progress toward program goals,
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but also in defining what those goals should be, have long been recognized as means to
increase ownership of and commitment to programs, enlist stakeholder expertise to
reinforce validity of findings, and enhance use of evaluation findings (Bogarert, Bhagat
& Bam, 1981; Brandon, 1998; Cousins & Earl, 1995a, Patton, 1982).
Those advocating use of highly participatory evaluative methods for training
generally do so in the belief that participatory methods can enhance both managers'
support for training programs and the motivation of trainees to learn and apply learning.
As mentioned previously, several empirical studies have concluded that the support of
managers is one of the most important factors influencing transfer of training (Facteau et
al, 1995; Foxon, 1993; Georgenson, 1982; Richey, 1992; Richman-Hirsch 2001;
Tannenbaum, 1997; Tracey et al., 1995) For example, Huczynski & Lewis (1980), in a
study of two management training courses found that management style and attitudes of
the trainee’s supervisor were the most important factors in management training transfer.
Brinkerhoff & Montesino (1995) found in a study of almost 100 trainees in several
courses that when supervisors had pre- and post- course talks with trainees, discussing
course content and encouraging its use on the job, trainees reported significantly higher
usage of skills gained than in a comparison group who had not discussed the course with
their supervisors. On the basis of these and similar findings, several evaluation experts
have proposed involving managers in the planning and evaluation of training to enhance
the commitment and involvement of management to training and thus augment the
likelihood of transfer success (Brinkerhoff & Apking 2006; Dubin et al, 1974;
Georgenson, 1982; Gill, 1989; Tannenbaum 1997).
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Participation of both managers and trainees in planning and evaluation of training
may also increase trainee motivation, in two ways. Trainee motivation may be raised by
giving trainees a sense that their input is valued and that course content will take into
account their specific needs. In addition, the Brinkerhoff & Montesino study cited above
suggests that greater managerial involvement in the training process may improve
training results through raising trainee “intentionality” - i.e. trainee understanding of the
reasons for training and its intended applications. On the basis of their research,
Brinkerhoff and Montesino argue that conducting brief pre-course manager–participant
conversations on the purpose of training and on-the job application will significantly
increase participant learning gains over time. This finding is reinforced by a study
carried out by Warr, Bird & Rackham (1970:54), that found that the use of a pre-course
questionnaire increased learning of training content.
The importance of intentionality has also been highlighted in research concluded
by Stufflebeam and Wingate (2005) that found that pre-course self-assessment of trainees
can be used to heighten intentionality, increase motivation and provide useful information
for training needs assessment. Stufflebeam and Wingate distributed a highly detailed
pre-course subject questionnaire as part of the application process for a training course in
evaluation methods. These forms were used to determine prior knowledge of the training
subject, explore how training content related to trainees’ present job responsibilities and
determine expectations with regard to future course content. Trainees were then asked
post-course to assess learning gains in the same subject areas. While, as the authors of
this study acknowledge, self-reported learning gains were not validated through use of
learning or performance tests, and thus may have been subject to bias, the authors report
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that the questionnaire was valuable both as a needs assessment tool and for evaluative
purposes.
Notable in both these above studies is the link that is made between training and
pre-and post-course interventions (in the case of Brinkerhoff & Montesino) and between
planning and evaluation of training (in the case of Stufflebeam & Wingate). Both of
these methods have the effect of more greatly involving training participants and their
supervisors in the planning, follow-up and evaluation of training.

This link between

planning and evaluation may be particularly important in the case of training courses
such as the ones studied in this dissertation, which are managed by training institutes
external to participant workplaces. Where trainers have little familiarity with the
workplace contexts and needs of individual participants, involving participants and/or
their managers in pre-course planning can help improve training content. In order to
ensure that “external” training is relevant for trainee needs and workplace contexts,
Hamblin (1974) argues that, “External training courses cannot be properly evaluated
except by means of a concentrated and cooperative effort by all three parties: the training
organization, the client organization, and the trainee.”
Goal-free evaluation.
One final approach which merits attention is that of Scriven’s Goal-Free
Evaluation (1991). Scriven argued that evaluating results of educational programs
against pre-formulated goals is problematic, in that the unintended consequences of
programs may at times be as important as the goals that were prescribed in advance. In
his words:
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Evaluation with respect to goals does not even include all the anticipated
effects and gives much too limited a profile of the project...Since all
projects either fall short of their goals or over-achieve them, why waste
time rating the goals, which usually aren't what is achieved? (p. 58).
Instead, Scriven proposed that the evaluator see his role as mapping all relevant
program consequences. Doing so, he argued, is useful not only as a summative
evaluative exercise, but also for formative purposes. Better understanding of actual
program benefits, including those that were not foreseen in advance, makes it possible for
program managers to take these unforeseen, but possibly important, benefits into account
in later phases or iterations of the program.
Recently, the goal-free approach has been adopted experimentally by the Dutch
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in its efforts to develop better tools for evaluation of capacity
development. The Ministry, in cooperation with several Dutch development partners, has
launched an experimental evaluation of capacity development programs financed by its
aid program (De Lange & Feddes, 2008). Using a lengthy list of possible categories of
organizational capacities (for example, organizational leadership capacity and
negotiation capacity) the evaluation method seeks to map all changes in capacity
occurring over a period of time in a target organization, without reference to the goals or
activities of Dutch-funded capacity development interventions. Only once evaluators
will have determined what changes in capacity occurred over the program period are
efforts made to determine which of these changes may be attributable to Dutch-funded
interventions and, subsequently, the positive and negative factors that influenced the
extent to which Dutch-funded interventions were able to contribute to organizational
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capacity development. The logic behind this approach is twofold: first of all, by adopting
a goal-free approach, the Dutch evaluation is recognizing the complex effects that
capacity development interventions often have and the necessity of a more in-depth
understanding of these effects for those wishing to improve programs. Second, this
approach relates to capacity development as an endogenous process within organizations
affected by a wide range of internal and external factors. The assumption is made that in
order for interventions to better contribute to capacity development, it is necessary to
better understand the range of factors affecting capacity, including those external to the
aid program. As stated in the terms of reference of the Dutch experimental evaluation:
…capacity development is an endogenous non-linear process that is
strongly influenced by a range of internal and external factors. This
observation has major implications for donors and recipients and their
efforts to find the most effective strategy for identifying and addressing
capacity challenges. (p.6)
This approach may be particularly relevant for the sort of multi-organization
training courses which are the subject of this dissertation’s research. First, the necessity
of understanding the complex factors influencing capacity development is at least as
important for training interventions as for other forms of capacity development
interventions, as has been illustrated earlier in this literature review. Moreover, as such
multi-organization courses generally bring together training participants who differ
widely in their educational backgrounds, experience, country contexts and workplace
functions, participants are likely to benefit from the same training course in very different
ways that can not necessarily be predicted in advance and thus cannot easily be measured
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through close-ended survey questions. While some courses teaching hard skills, such as
accounting courses, may have very specific learning and capacity development goals,
more often than not, multi-organization DTI courses may have very different benefits for
different participants. Goal-free evaluation may provide a means for developing a richer,
more nuanced understanding of the effects of such training courses on participants, which
can then be used to both assess programs and further refine them.
Evaluation of Capacity Building in International Development Contexts.
The authors presented above suggest that training evaluation may be made more
useful, feasible and with greater construct validity by moving away from frameworks that
aim primarily at proving training impact towards ones that aim at improving it through
use of process and context evaluation and developmental evaluation. In addition, the use
of participatory and goal-free evaluation methods in order to get a richer picture of
training benefits was explored.
The case for improving over proving, for process-oriented evaluation, for
integrating summative, ex-post-facto evaluation with formative and developmental
activities, and for more participatory methods of determining program goals and benefits
has also been made in the international development context, both for training courses
and more general capacity building interventions. The following section highlights two
relatively recent models of evaluation of capacity building and/or training programs in
international development contexts – the IDRC’s Outcome Mapping and the World
Bank-Independent Evaluation Group’s Three-Tier Training Evaluation model. Both of
these models are notable in that they share some of the philosophical underpinnings of
the training evaluation models presented above.
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IDRC’s Outcome Mapping.
The IDRC’s Outcome Mapping approach is designed to evaluate capacity
building programs targeting single issues or organizations. It is intended for evaluation
of a wide range of capacity-building programs. The approach explicitly does not attempt
to determine program impact at the organizational level, but, rather, seeks to capture
program outcomes, defined as “changes in the behavior, relationships, activities, or
actions of the people, groups and organizations with whom a program works directly”
(Earl, 2001:1). The choice to focus on outcomes, rather than on measurement of
program impacts, is based in the argument that program impacts are difficult both to
measure and to attribute to the effects of specific programs. The Outcome Mapping
approach argues that achievement of development objectives often requires several
different program interventions and is dependent in large part on variables external to
program control. As a result, the assumption is made that identification of impact is not a
particularly useful evaluation objective, for program accountability, learning and
improvement. Instead, Outcome Mapping focuses on outcomes which can be logically
linked to a program’s activities and that enhance the possibility of development impacts.
In this manner, Outcome Mapping attempts to learn how to increase a program’s
effectiveness in relation to its impact objectives without directly measuring impact.
Outcome mapping goes beyond ex-post facto evaluation, incorporating elements
of program design and monitoring. The first stages of outcome mapping bring together
program stakeholders in an attempt to establish consensus on the changes that the
development program will help bring about, and on the strategies it will use to achieve
these goals. At this stage, project beneficiaries, donors, and project implementers decide
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on goals, define strategies to be used to achieve goals and set monitorable benchmarks of
progress. Goals and progress markers are defined in terms of behavioral change desired
as the result of the intervention. Once the program is being implemented, program
stakeholders are expected to monitor it by keeping journals in which they assess progress
in the implementation of defined program strategies (i.e. monitoring of the program
process) as well as progress towards achievement of defined outcomes (i.e. monitoring
program outcomes).
Among the notable features of outcome mapping is its heavy reliance on
participatory methods, involving program beneficiaries in both the planning and, like
Stufflebeam and Wingate, self-evaluation of programs, with the express purpose of
encouraging ownership and use of findings. Thus, the evaluative act becomes, to quote
the IDRC’s manual on the approach, “a consciousness-raising, consensus building and
empowerment tool for those working directly in the development program” (Earl,
2001:4).

IDRC has found this method to be effective, claiming that program staff are

“often more critical of themselves than an external evaluator would be” (Earl, 2001:81).
A second important feature of Outcome Mapping is its combination of both
process and results (outcome) evaluation. Information is collected on the program’s
success in both implementing its strategies and achieving desired outcomes. A wellimplemented capacity building program may not achieve its objectives due to external
factors. Monitoring both process and results enables evaluators to better define and
monitor aspects within a program’s sphere of influence, while attempting to trace how
process leads to results. In doing so, outcome mapping aspires to generate information
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that can be used to improve program performance while collecting credible information
on results for purposes of program accountability.
A third interesting aspect to the IDRC approach is its implicit attempt to shift
accountability requirements from demonstrable impact to progress towards impact. It
does so by focusing monitoring and evaluation only on those program implementation
processes and outcome results within a program’s direct sphere of influence. Finally, the
IDRC approach is notable in its inclusion of a developmental phase, linking program
planning to evaluation in a participatory manner that enables program beneficiaries to
play an active role in defining objectives, shaping program content and evaluating the
success of the program.
World Bank Independent Evaluation Group’s three-tier training evaluation
model.
The World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) recently developed and
used a new evaluation methodology in order to evaluate the contribution to the capacity
of target organizations and institutions of the estimated $720 million that the World Bank
invests in training interventions in low and middle income countries annually (IEG,
2008). The author of this dissertation was also the task manager and principal author of
that evaluation, leading a research team in a review of hundreds of World Bank-financed
training courses around the world in most major fields in which the World Bank works,
targeting groups ranging from farmers to senior policy makers. The training evaluation
methodology developed by the dissertation author and her team for this World Bank
evaluation was similar to that of IDRC’s Outcome Mapping and to other training
evaluation models discussed above, in that it combined a process evaluation with a results
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evaluation that focused on the outcomes level. In all cases, evaluated training had
already taken place at the start of the evaluation, and thus it was not possible to collect
baseline data which could be used to assess training results.
The evaluation used a three-tier model depicted in Figure 1. These tiers were: (a)
A results evaluation, placing particular emphasis on workplace performance outcomes,
due to the difficulties inherent in attributing organizational impact; (b) An assessment of
the validity of the assumptions that would need to hold to progress from one level of the
training results chain to the next; and (c) A process evaluation of the presence and quality
of good training management practices.
The model was applied in thirty-seven field studies of training programs and in an
international survey of over 500 former training participants, six months to two years
after they had received training. Data on training results were gathered in both the
international survey and the field studies. In the international survey, participant
perceptions of training outcomes were assessed, using a combination of close-ended and
open-ended questions. Respondents were asked to report the extent to which the course
had impact on their work. They were given four response options: (a)“substantial
positive changes to the way I perform key or primary functions of my work”, (b) “minor
changes to key functions”, (c) “changes to secondary work functions” or (d) “little or no
change”. Interviewers conducting the survey were asked to probe for several examples of
what respondents thought had changed as a result of taking the course.
While it was hoped that the open-ended section would help gain a better
understanding of the results of training, in practice, it highlighted the questionable
validity of participant self-reports. For example, of the approximately 40% of
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respondents who answered that training had resulted in small changes to key work
functions or changes to secondary work functions, fewer than one sixth could articulate
any concrete changes at all. It was impossible to judge whether the respondents’
inability to cite actual changes points to a positive response bias leading participants to
report changes to work as a result of training, even when there were none, or simply
difficulties that participants may have had articulating changes that had occurred.
The training field studies, which included review of available documentation as
well as in-depth interviews with former training participants, their supervisors,
government-policy makers, training providers and the World Bank task team leaders
responsible for supervising training financing provided far more credible information
with regard to training outcomes. However, even in the field studies it was not always
possible to find evidence of training results. In addition, while information could be
gathered on training outcomes, it was impossible to empirically demonstrate training
impact in most of the cases reviewed.
Consequently, a second tier of evaluation was added. In order to better
understand the likelihood of positive training results, the validity of bridging assumptions
necessary to get from one level of training results to the next was verified. For example,
in order for training to result in organizational impact, the bridging assumption that
trainees had the necessary resources and support to implement training and that that
training content was based on organizational needs and would have to hold. Otherwise,
learning would not lead to changed workplace behavior or changed workplace behavior
would not have an impact on capacity to achieve organizational goals. Verifying the
validity of bridging assumptions was attempted through survey questions which asked
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training participants to comment on questions such as the relevance of training content to
their organization’s needs, the availability of resources to implement learning and the
support of their managers. However, while these surveys provided some picture of the
validity of bridging assumptions, the credibility of responses is unclear. For example,
while training would have to be relevant to broader organizational goals in order to
impact achievement of those goals, training participants may not always be in the best
position to determine training relevance to such goals.
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Figure 2.1: The IEG Three-Tier Training Evaluation Model
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To supplement information gathered about training results and the validity of
bridging assumptions, an international training participant survey was also used in order
to determine the presence and quality of important training processes. A literature
review conducted in the context of the IEG evaluation identified the training management
practices recognized in the literature as important for the achievement of training results
(IEG, 2008). The prevalence and quality of these processes in the reviewed training
programs were examined both through the field studies and through the international
survey. For example, on the basis of ample evidence on the importance of on-the job
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follow-up support to learning retention and implementation (OECD, 2006; Stammers,
1975; Taylor et al., 2001), trainees were asked if they received follow-up support,
whether this helped them implement what they had learned on the job, and, if not,
whether that was because no follow-up support was necessary or because the follow-up
support was inadequate for their needs. The assumption was made that participant
reporting on the “objective” presence of processes such as follow-up support and use of
practice exercises in class was likely to be less influenced by potentially biasing
considerations like gratitude for receiving free training abroad. Thus, the participant
survey was used to extract valuable information on training quality through questions on
training process.
The third tier of Figure 2.1 indicates the training processes identified by the IEG
as important for the achievement of results at different links of the chain. The evaluation
looked at processes for the planning of training, including diagnosis of organizational
needs, training needs assessment and strategies for selection of participants, the quality
and variety of didactic methods and the presence of adequate on-the job follow-up
support for the implementation of learning.
In addition, three factors that do not neatly fall into the definition of “training
process” or results, but were determined to have an important impact on training results
were included in the process evaluation: the presence of complementary organizational or
institutional capacity support to ensure that trainees had the resources and incentives to
implement learning (for example, financing purchase of necessary computer software to
enable trainees to use computer applications learned in course), client (i.e. beneficiary

78

organization) commitment to training objectives and client involvement in diagnosis and
design of training.
It should be noted in this regard, that the purpose of the process evaluation was to
provide evidence on the existence of good training processes likely to lead to training
results. The assumption was made that, as process evaluations focus on factors within the
sphere of influence of training organizers, they inherently focus on the elements most
important to assess to improve training management performance, and, thereby, training
results. Process evaluations may be particularly useful in the case or training, where
there is a high degree of consensus as to what constitutes good process. While there is
no guarantee that training designed on the basis of adequate diagnosis and needs
assessment will succeed in achieving its objectives, it is highly unlikely that training
which does not include these process elements will meet organizational needs. In
consequence, the three-tier evaluation method used survey questions on training process
as a relatively low-cost method for obtaining accurate information on the likelihood of
training contributing to organizational capacity building. Data on training processes was
thereby used, to some extent, as a proxy for evidence on training results.

Summary
This chapter reviewed relevant literature on training and evaluation. In the first
part, quality criteria for the assessment of evaluation models were determined. The
review outlined three possible purposes of training evaluation: learning, accountability
and developmental functions of evaluation. In addition, three relevant criteria for
assessment of training evaluation, as taken from the Joint Committee on Standards for
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Educational Program Evaluation, were identified: utility, feasibility and accuracy. The
third concept, that of accuracy, was later challenged for training evaluation through
participant self-reports and an alternate criterion of credibility, that is adequately
capturing respondents’ perceptions of reality rather than reality itself, was proposed.
The second part of the literature review examined the literature on the most
commonly used training evaluation model: Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation of
training results.

This review outlined two types of critiques of Kirkpatrick’s four level

framework: The first set of critiques focuses on the claim that presently available tools
do not enable feasible collection of accurate data on training results. Specifically, while
collecting data on participant satisfaction (Kirkpatrick’s Level One) and learning (Level
Two) are fairly straightforward affairs, feasible collection of higher level data on
participant behavior outcomes and organizational impact is far more problematic.
Participant self-reports often do not accurately indicate actual behavior change or
organizational impact, and a range of empirical studies have demonstrated that lowerlevel evaluations, such as end-of-course evaluations are not accurate predictors of
training transfer to the workplace.
While some theorists have tried to address the problem of gathering data on
training transfer by more precisely focusing level one questions on predicted training use,
this solution has not significantly addressed construct validity problems with using level
one questions as proxy indicators for training use. Alternately, the experience of the
IDRC with outcome mapping suggests that perhaps more participatory methods of
evaluation could increase the level of training participant commitment to and ownership
of the evaluation process, and thus potentially raise the thoughtfulness and honesty of
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participant responses to questions. However, the literature review did not uncover any
experimental data to confirm or disconfirm this possibility. In addition, the possibility
was broached of receiving richer data on training results through goal-free evaluation
methods that enable participants to define for themselves the contribution of training to
their work, rather than merely getting them to rate pre-assigned categories. In this case as
well, although the Dutch are now experimenting with this method for evaluation of large
capacity building interventions, the literature review revealed no documentation of goal
free methods being used for training evaluation purposes.
The second category of critiques of Kirkpatrick’s framework focus on the
usefulness of its exclusive reliance on ex-post-facto results evaluation. Those who
critique the Kirkpatrick framework on this basis argue that evaluation should fulfill more
than an ex-post-facto, summative function. Instead, the argument has been made that
training evaluation should serve developmental and formative functions as well as
summative ones. According to this logic, evaluation should be seen in the context of the
entire training management performance system. It has been suggested that the
evaluation activities can and should be used not only to assess training impact, but also to
inform future training, aid in program planning, identify obstacles to training evaluation
in the workplace context, improve motivation and intentionality of participants and
increase ownership of training processes by participants, as well as their managers and
workplace organizations. Approaches such as Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process,
Product (2007) model and Bushnell’s (1990) Input, Process, Output, Outcomes model
take a far broader view of the type of information that should be gathered in order to
enhance the developmental and formative functions of evaluation.
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While the literature review unearthed a wide range of critiques of present training
evaluation practice and suggestions for improvement, the Kirkpatrick framework of expost-facto results evaluation, broken down into four levels that can be assessed
independently of each other, remains the only commonly used training evaluation system,
in both corporate and international development contexts (Evans, 2007). Indeed, it
would seem that, just as there exists a gap between theory and practice on capacity
development in international development contexts, there is a similar gap in the field of
training evaluation. As of yet, however, no systematic research has been undertaken to
document present development training institute evaluation practice, demonstrate where
it falls short of both theory and of training institutes’ own perceived needs and investigate
how those needs could be better addressed. This dissertation endeavors to address this
lack through its survey of development training institutes.
Table 2.1 sets the stage for the following chapters by providing a summary of
potential improvements to evaluation discussed in the literature, linking them to unmet
evaluation needs identified in Chapters One and Two. The table also categorizes each of
the identified needs according to the quality criteria categories identified earlier in this
chapter, namely, credibility, feasibility and utility. This table is revisited in following
chapters, as the basis for the design and assessment of evaluation model to be proposed in
this dissertation.
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Table 2.1: Summary of Evaluation Needs from Literature Review

Identified Need

Theorized solution
Utility

Improved and more participatory
participant/target organization/country needs
assessment as the basis for program
planning. ( ADB, 2008; Brown and Gerhardt,
2002; Brinkerhoff, 2006; ECDPM, 2009;
IEG, 2005, 2007; OECD-DAC, 2006:8;
UNDP, 2002; IEG, 2007; UNDP, 2002,
2003.)

1. Inclusion of a developmental evaluation
phase. (Patton, 2006).

Improved level 3 evaluations, including
greater measurement of workplace
environment factors contributing to training
success, because workplace environmental
factors account for the majority of the
variance on training success. (Brown and
Gerhardt 2002; Brown and Reed 2002;
Holton 1996; and Brinkerhoff 1988, 2006.)

Use of post-course evaluation forms to
identify constraints to application of
learning in the workplace. This
information can then be used to find ways
better support trainees in implementation
of learning through training on related
issues like change management and other
accompanying interventions in the
workplace. (Berthnal 1995; Holton et al.
1997; Richey 1992; Stufflebeam 2007;
Warr, Bird & Rackham 1970).

Evaluation questions which provide
increased variation in responses on training
quality in order to provide richer information
on training results (Fowler 1995).

Use of goal-free evaluation methods to
identify a range of learning and training
use goals and achievements, providing
ratings for each. (Scriven, 1991; DeLange
& Feddes, 2008).

Reinforcing partnership between
management, trainers and trainees in order to
ensure that actual organizational needs are
addressed and to improve training results by
ensuring that participants receive support
from their managers for implementation of
learning. Evaluation should be used to

Use of participatory needs assessment and
evaluation methods where training
participants, together with their
supervisors, set personal training goals
and report on their achievement
(Brinkerhoff & Apking, 2006; Brinkerhoff
& Montesino, 1996; Dubin et. al., 1974;
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2. Increased beneficiary ownership of
needs assessment. Use of participatory
needs assessment and evaluation methods
where clients, supervisors set personal
training goals and report on their
achievement. (Brinkerhoff & Apking,
2006; Brown & Gerhart, 2002; Earl 2001;
Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001). This can
also help improve training results through
increasing participant “intentionality” –
i.e. conscious focusing on their individual
goals (Stufflebeam & Wingate, 2005).

enhance partnership between training
providers, training participants and their
workplace managers in order to increase
likelihood of positive training results
(Brinkerhoff 2006).

Georgenson, 1982; Gill 1989; Hamblin
1974; Tannenbaum 1997).

Improved information on quality of training
processes and their contribution to training
results. (Brinkerhoff 1987; Mayne 1999;
Patton 1986; Holton 1996; Brinkerhoff and
Apking 2006).

Continued/increased focus in end-ofcourse and post-course evaluations on
training management process related
questions such as quality of lecturers and
need for follow-up support. (Berthnal
1995; Bramley, 1996, Bushnell, 1990;
Earl 2001, IEG, 2008; Stufflebeam 2007;
Warr, Bird & Rackham, 1970).

Feasibility
To be feasible, evaluations should be
inexpensive, relatively non- time-consuming
evaluation methodologies that take into
account training providers’ lack of time and
resources to evaluate training’s workplace
outcomes and impact. (Iverson 2003, 15;
Morgan and Casper 2000; Tamkin et al,
2002:ix).
Credibility
Better predictors of participant use of
learning in the workplace. Level one and
two evaluations are inaccurate predictors.
(Bramley & Newby 1984; Lee & Pershing,
2002; Warr et. al. 1999). Level three
(behavior change) questionnaires measure
attitudes with regard to utility rather than
actual utility, participant self-reports often
inaccurate (Atkins & Wood, 2002; Carless &
Robert-Thompson, 2001; Iverson, 2003: 15).
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More focus on level three evaluations.
Use of participatory methods of training
evaluation to increase thoughtfulness of
participant responses and “ownership” of
evaluation process (Earl, 2001).

Chapter Three: Methods
This chapter begins by restating and elaborating upon the dissertation research
questions first presented in Chapter One. It then outlines the methodology used to
develop the personal benchmark system, and, finally, defines limitations and assumptions
of the study.

Dissertation Methodology
Two research questions guided this study
Q1. What are the existing weaknesses in present models for evaluating
training in development contexts?
Q2. What are the key elements of an evaluative model that could feasibly
provide more useful and credible information for learning and
accountability purposes?
Data collected to answer these two questions was used to build a new evaluation
model designed to overcome weaknesses in present models. The study consisted of five
main phases:
1. A comprehensive review of the literature on capacity building for
development, evaluation of capacity development and training evaluation
was completed.
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2. DTI representatives were interviewed to map present training evaluation
practice and unmet needs of DTIs and to gather examples of good
practice.
3. A conceptual model was developed for evaluation of multi-organization or
multi-country DTI training courses that may better address training
evaluation needs identified in the literature review and DTI interviews.
4. The model was field tested in two international courses at the Golda Meir
Mount Carmel Training Centre in Haifa, Israel in order to explore
feasibility of the personal benchmark system and collect preliminary data
on the utility of the model.
5. Potential benefits and shortcomings of model were assessed and further
research needed to validate the model was identified.
Each phase built upon the contributions of its predecessors, with the purpose of
gaining a better understanding of present DTI evaluation practice and needs, and
developing a new model of training evaluation. Taken in total, the methodology pursued
can be seen as an exercise in applied theory-building, with the aim of developing a more
feasible, useful, and credible theory of training evaluation that could be applied by DTIs
for short-term, multi-country training (Lynham, 2002; Pentland, 1999; Storberg-Walker,
2007).
Methodology for the research was guided by Lynham’s proposed approach to
theory-building. Lynham (2002: 223) describes theory-building as: “the purposeful
process or recurring cycle by which coherent descriptions, explanations, and
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representations of observed or experienced phenomena are generated, verified, and
refined.” Good theory building, she argues, “…should result in two kinds of knowledge:
outcome knowledge, usually in the form of explanative and predictive knowledge, and
process knowledge, for example, in the form of increased understanding of how
something works and what it means.” Research endeavored to build a theory of both the
present shortcomings of DTI evaluation practice and of potential practice improvements
that could lead to more feasible, useful, and/or credible evaluations of training.
Lynham sets out two strategies for building theory, one being theory to research
and the second research to theory. For this dissertation, the former strategy was used,
defined by Lynham as “theory made explicit through the continuous, reiterative
interaction between theory construction and empirical inquiry (2002: 227).” Reynolds
(1971:144) delineates the stages of this strategy as follows:
1. Develop an explicit theory in either axiomatic or process description form.
2. Select a statement generated by the theory for comparison with the results
of empirical research.
3. Design a research project to “test” the chosen statement’s correspondence
with empirical research.
4. If the statement derived from the theory does not correspond with the
research results, make appropriate changes in the theory or the research
design and continue with the research.
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5. If the statement from the theory corresponds with the results of the
research, select further statements for testing or attempt to determine the
limitations of the theory.
Drawing upon Reynolds’s above delineation of theory-to-research strategy,
Lynham (2002) describes the theory building process as follows:
….both knowledge of and knowledge about the phenomenon central to the
theory are brought together through the theory-building process and are
ordered according to the internal logic, or logic-in use, and informed
imagination of the theorist. This continuous and iterative conversation in
applied theory construction, between knowledge and experience of the
phenomenon that is the focus of the theory, facilitates the accumulation of
relevant and rigorous theoretical knowledge of the phenomenon in the
experienced world and is the focus of the theory and the theory-building
method itself. (p. 228)
Lynham then summarizes the stages of “research to theory” theory building as
follows: (a) conceptual development, (b) operationalization, (c) application (d)
confirmation or disconfirmation, and (e) continuous refinement and development (of the
theory). In the case of this dissertation, the starting point for conceptual development
was the literature review, which was intended to identify existing theories of how
evaluation both is and ought to be done. With regard to the first research question (Q1),
which asks about existing weaknesses in evaluation methodologies, once the literature
review identified possible weaknesses, the DTI interviews were used, where possible, in
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order to examine the extent to which these, or other, weaknesses are recognized by DTIs.
In the case of the second research question (Q2), on key elements of an improved
evaluation model which could address these weaknesses, the literature review was once
again used as the preliminary basis for identification of possible improvements to
currently used evaluative models. Subsequently, the DTI interviews were used to
identify evaluative elements viewed by DTIs as good practice, in order to confirm or
revise the theory of elements of an improved evaluative model. Analysis of the results of
these two phases formed the basis for conceptual development of the personal benchmark
evaluation system. Once an evaluation system was developed on the basis of evidence
collected on both evaluation needs and potential solutions for those needs, a field test was
used in order to operationalize, apply and, to the extent possible, confirm or disconfirm
the personal benchmark system. However, as is explained in the limitations section
below, the field test was only designed as a preliminary tool for confirming and
disconfirming theory, and checking feasibility of the system’s application. Further
research would be necessary to validate the system, to explore its generalizability, and to
refine and develop it.
The following sections of this chapter provide detailed descriptions of procedures
associated with each of the phases of the dissertation research, as well indicating how
each phase corresponds with Reynolds’s and Lynham’s stages of theory building.
Stage One: Conduct comprehensive literature review.
The literature review contributed to stage one in Reynold’s stages of theory
building - developing an explicit theory of training evaluation. In other words, the review
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contributed to development of a theory of the existing weaknesses in training evaluation
(Q1) and key elements of an improved evaluation model (Q2), and identified statements
to be tested by empirical research in both the DTI interviews and the field test. The
literature review was divided into three distinct parts. First, the literature on the intended
aims and quality criteria for evaluation was reviewed. The purpose of this review was to
set the standards by which the personal benchmark system could be evaluated. Second,
Kirkpatrick’s four-level model was presented as well as several newer evaluation models
which expand upon Kirkpatrick's framework. Critiques of the Kirkpatrick model from
academic literature were then presented. Third, alternative methods to Kirkpatrick were
presented, in order to identify potential approaches for addressing evaluation weaknesses
identified in earlier stages of the literature review. In all these stages, both academic and
practitioner literature was included in the review in order to provide a comprehensive
picture of both the weaknesses of existing models of training evaluation and potential key
elements for an improved model. Data gathered in the course of the literature review
were then organized in matrix form, identifying both weaknesses of present models (Q1)
and potential key elements of the personal benchmark system (Q2) to be tested in later
phases of the dissertation.
Stage Two: Training institute interviews.
The second component in conceptual development of a new theory of training
evaluation was a series of interviews conducted with representatives of DTIs. This was
necessary to develop an understanding DTI evaluation practice and needs, as almost all of
the research cited in the literature review, was done in developed-country, corporate
contexts. To date, very little has been written on evaluation practice and performance in
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training institutes serving the developing world through the conduct of international
courses. DTI interviews were thus used to map present practice, including collecting
successful practice examples and exploring challenges and unmet needs.
Representatives of twenty training institutes that primarily conduct international
or multi-organization courses for participants from the developing world were
interviewed. These twenty institutes include most of the most prominent and reputable
DTIs active today. As no comprehensive list of such training institutes exist, the author
compiled a list of suitable training institutes through consultations with international
donor organizations that finance training in and for the developing world. As a starting
point, training institute participants in the ongoing High Level Forum of Development
Training Institutes, which comprises many of the most reputable DTIs worldwide, were
canvassed. In addition, major donors who finance DTIs such as the WBI and JICA were
asked to suggest DTIs whose training courses are sufficiently focused on international
development goals and priorities and who are sufficiently well-regarded to have attracted
donor financing. In addition, only DTIs whose courses met the dissertation's course
criteria (short-term, multi-organization courses aimed at workplace behavior change in
international development-related fields) were selected. Efforts to identify, contact and
interview suitable development training institutes continued on an ongoing basis until a
total of twenty institutes were interviewed, of which five were in Europe, four each in
North America, South America and Asia, and three in Africa. Those canvassed
conducted training in a wide range of fields, including: legal reform, public
administration, private sector development, public financial management, health and
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welfare policy, agriculture, rural development, urban policy, gender, civil society and
education. Appendix B lists the DTIs interviewed.
The interviews were competed between February 2009 and February 2010.
Interviews were conducted on the basis of a structured interview protocol, in part by
telephone and in part face-to-face, depending on availability. No substantial differences
were found in the content or depth of interview material from these two interview modes
(telephone/face-to-face). Senior representatives of the respondent organizations were
interviewed for thirty minutes to one hour on evaluation practice. Interviews were
conducted with the person responsible for evaluation in the training institute. In institutes
without someone charged with this function, senior staff members with overall
responsibility for the DTI’s training programs were interviewed. English-language
interviews were conducted by the dissertation author. Four interviews of Latin American
training institutes were conducted in Spanish by Natalia Barrionuevo, who was hired as a
Spanish-language research assistant for this purpose, using a translated version of the
same interview schedule used for the English-language institutes. Ms. Barrionuevo then
provided the dissertation author with translated interview transcripts. The purpose of the
interviews was to map present M&E practice, get the perspectives of senior
representatives of DTIs with regard to the usefulness and credibility of their monitoring
and evaluation systems, and identify possible ways of improving practice, as well as the
impediments to such improvements.
In accordance with qualitative interview strategies outlined by Patton in his book
“Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods” (1990), initial interviews were openended, using a general interview guide, outlining the set of topics to be explored.
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However, after the first three or four interviews, a standardized open-ended interview
protocol was developed that was used with all remaining respondents, including the four
Spanish-language interviews. While question sequence or wording varied slightly in
accordance with the course of the interview, the interviewers made sure to ask each
question in the schedule using similar, if not exact wording, for each question. The
interview protocol appears below (Figure 3.1). The interview format was semistructured, with interviewers following up questions from the interview schedule with
probing questions to obtain additional information.
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Table 3.1: Interview Protocol for DTIs

1. Please describe briefly the training your institute does – course length, purpose, type
of participants.
2. How do you plan training content?
3. Do you ask participants to submit information prior to attending the course on their
work environments, needs and expectations from the course, or other information that
can be used to shape course content?
4. Does your institute generally have any contact with participants' work supervisors
or organizations either before the course (eg. to ask about needs, expectations) or after
the course (eg. to ask about the usefulness of course content or provide guidance)?
5. Do you feel that your institute is able to improve the training it does over time? If
so, what are the main sources of information which you use to improve training?
6. Who does evaluation in your institute? A separate evaluation unit? Course planners?
Other?
7. Does your institute have a separate budget for evaluations?
8. Please describe what forms of evaluation you do of training?
9. What sort of useful information to you generally get out of your evaluation?
10. How, if at all, does your organization collect information on the extent to which
participants have learned in courses, and the extent to which they were able to apply
what they learned on the job in a relevant manner?
11.Are there types of evaluative information which you are at present unable to gather
that you feel would help your institute improve training results? If so, what
information would be useful to you and why are you unable to gather this
information?
12. Do you at any point in time during the planning, implementation or evaluation of
training, gather information about the specific work contexts of participants, such as:
support of managers and colleagues for training, available resources for implementing
changes suggested by training, availability of follow-up support structures at the
workplace.
13. Are there specific elements of your evaluation regime that you would like to
improve? If so, what?
94

The decision to opt for qualitative interviews based on open-ended questions,
rather than a close-ended, more easily quantifiable survey was made in order to facilitate
gathering of more in-depth, richer information on both the ways in which training
institutes do evaluation and their perspectives on how evaluation should and could be
improved. As Marshall & Rossman (1989) note, the strengths of qualitative interviewing
over more quantifiable survey instruments include delving into complexities and
processes, exploring why certain practices do not work, and investigating innovation.
Similarly, Patton (1990) suggests that qualitative methods are most appropriate when
research is focused on the process, implementation or development of a program or its
participants; when detailed-in depth information is needed; when there is a focus on
unique qualities exhibited by individual subjects; or where the intent is to understand the
program theory. As the major aims of this study conformed in most part with these
criteria, qualitative interviews based on an interview schedule was chosen as the best way
to obtain rich descriptions of DTI evaluation practice, solicit elements of best practice
and develop a deeper understanding of unmet evaluation needs and the challenges
inherent in addressing these needs.
There are clearly, however, certain risks and limitations involved in using
qualitative interviews as a form of evidence. First, information obtained through selfreports of interviewees may be less accurate than information obtained by empirical
observation or measurements (Marshall and Rossman 1989: 83). However, any form of
direct observation was infeasible, given the diverse geographic location of development
training institutes. A second problem with qualitative interviews is the possibility that
interviewer bias will affect results, either through the interviewer asking questions in a
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leading way or during the analysis phase of the research.

To mitigate this possibility, a

standardized open-ended interview schedule was used for all but the initial few
interviews. In addition, in accordance with Guba and Lincoln’s guidance (1989: 181),
interviewers used informal “member checks” in the course of the interviews, with
interviewers repeating back to interviewees their understanding of subject responses.
Furthermore, several of the interview questions asked for similar information from
different perspectives as a further check on the thoroughness of the process. For
example, survey respondents were asked in separate questions to describe what forms of
evaluation they conduct of training and, in a subsequent question, to describe how they
collect information on the extent to which participants have learned in courses, and the
extent to which they were able to apply what they learned on the job in a relevant
manner.
Once completed, information collected in the DTI interviews was fed into to the
matrix first constructed at the end of the literature review. An additional column was
added to the matrix, detailing evidence from the DTI interviews on present DTI
evaluation needs and practice, as compared with evaluation needs and solutions identified
in the literature review (Table 4.1). For example, where the literature review found that
most training institutes do not conduct level three or four evaluations due to lack of time
and resources, the DTI interviews were used to provide evidence with regard to whether
this is also the case in training institutes targeting developing country participants. In
addition, where additional training evaluation needs or innovative solutions to training
evaluation needs identified in the literature review were found in the DTI survey, these
were also added to the matrix.
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Stage Three: Development of a preliminary theoretical model and field test.
On the basis of information gathered both through the literature review and the
training institute interviews, a new theoretical model for evaluation of multi-country or
multi-organizational training in international development contexts was developed. To
facilitate theory building, a final column was added to matrix used to summarize the
literature review and DTI interviews (Table 6.1). This column stated what elements of
the personal benchmark system were used to address evaluation needs identified in earlier
phases of the research.
Once the initial model was developed, organizers of the two field test courses
were consulted with regard to useful course-specific questions for the two subject courses
(see below). The author endeavored to develop a model which would meet both learning
and accountability evaluation needs identified in the literature review and interviews of
training institutes and address feasibility, usefulness and credibility/construct validity
issues associated with evaluation models presently enjoying widespread use. This model
was then operationalized and applied, to use Lynham’s theory-building terminology, in
two field tests.
It should be noted, that the field test was not intended to prove the model’s
benefits or lack thereof, but rather to provide information for further assessment and
refinement of the model. The decision to limit the purpose and scope of the field test to
refinement of the model through two field test courses, rather a more wide-spread test
with the purpose of proving its benefits, was based on the following assumptions: First,
the difficulties associated with feasibly collecting accurate, attributable data on training
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impact, as discussed in the literature review, rendered it impossible to prove at reasonable
cost whether the dissertation evaluation model generated more accurate data on training
outcomes and impact than existing models. Even if a control group had been
administered more widely used types of evaluation questionnaires and discrepancies were
found between participant responses in the test and control groups, it would not be
possible to empirically establish which group’s results were a more accurate reflection of
reality without doing prohibitively costly on-site baseline and post-course measurement
of participant behavior change.
Second, the diverse nature of training topics, goals, target populations, cultural
and institutional contexts, length, and didactic methods and so forth severely limit the
generalizability of findings. In order to develop a fuller understanding of the benefits
and shortcomings of the personal benchmark system presented in this dissertation, it
would be necessary to test it repeatedly in a wide variety of contexts. This is beyond the
scope of this dissertation. In consequence, while the field test was used to better
understand issues that might arise in application of the new dissertation evaluation model
and to spot potential issues with or unforeseen advantages to the model, it was not used to
provide generalizable evidence on its utility or credibility.
The model as field tested included three questionnaires: one administered on the
first day of class, one administered at the end of course, and one administered three
months after course completion. The purpose of the field test was not to validate the
personal benchmark system, but rather merely to gather preliminary data on the
feasibility of the system and needed refinements. Full validation of the system was
considered beyond the scope of this dissertation. Further research is needed to gather
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data both on this applicability and generalizability. The full system as developed is
presented in Chapter Four of this dissertation.
Field test subject courses.
The personal benchmark system was field tested on two two-week courses
sponsored by MASHAV (Israel’s bilateral aid agency) held concurrently in September
2009 at the Mount Carmel Training Centre in Haifa, Israel. One of the courses, on
Gender and Local Governance, was given in cooperation with UN-Habitat, and drew
heavily from the Habitat sourcebook for trainers on Gender in Local Government. The
second course, on Support Systems for Microfinance, was given in cooperation with the
Organization of American States' Young Americas Business Trust.

Both courses were

conducted in English and included about 20 participants from countries throughout the
developing world. The following are brief descriptions of the courses reviewed. Each
course was organized and accompanied by experienced course staff at the MCTC,
although most course content was delivered by guest lecturers. With a few exceptions,
MASHAV provided full tuition, room and board for the course. Course participants were
expected to finance or find financing for their own plane tickets to Israel.
MASHAV-MCTC-UN Habitat course on Gender and Local Government: The
course’s stated aim was to strengthen gender mainstreaming in local government
through training of local government trainers and other relevant persons. Its
objectives included: increasing understanding of why gender is important in local
government; recognizing gender biases in government and obstacles to the
advancement of women; familiarizing participants with existing tools for gender
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and local governance training; enhancing confidence to deliver gender training to
diverse groups and exposing participants to Israeli models for gender
mainstreaming.

Course participants included local government trainers from

government-affiliated training institutes and NGOs based in developing countries
worldwide. The complete course description appears in Appendix C.
MASHAV-MCTC-OAS-YABT course on support systems for microenterprises:
The course objectives were defined as threefold. First, broadening knowledge of
support systems for small-scale entrepreneurs as a tool for regional and local
development; second, familiarization with the support systems for micro- and
small- entrepreneurship in Israel; third, analysis of the position of young and older
entrepreneurs at times of global economic crisis.

The course targeted

entrepreneurs, representatives of governmental institutions and small and medium
enterprise (SME) support agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGO)s
dealing with small business support and development, women’s business
associations, and employees of UN organizations, International Financial
Institutions and other national and international agencies dealing with
entrepreneurial development. The complete course description appears in
Appendix D.
Implementation of field test.
As noted above, the purpose of the field test was to provide information on both
problems with and benefits of implementation of the system in order to both assess the
feasibility of the model and provide insight into further improvements that could be made
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to the personal benchmark system. Since utility and feasibility, as defined in Chapter
Two of this dissertation, are subjective concepts rooted in perceptions of those
administering evaluations and using the data generated by them, interviews with the
organizers of the two subject training courses were conducted at several points in the
field test, in order to elicit their views on the utility and feasibility of the model. In
addition, the researcher’s own observations as to the success of the model in addressing
identified evaluation needs were recorded.
Stage Four: Assessment and review of implications.
The final phase of this dissertation, as presented in Chapter Six reviewed findings
from the literature review, DTI interviews and field study in order to assess the likely
merits and limitations of the training evaluation model to be proposed. This phase
corresponds with Lynham’s stage of confirmation and disconfirmation of the theory
(2002). Analysis of the field test results followed Reynolds’s (1971:144) guidance to
select statements generated by the theory for comparison with the results of empirical
research and then to design a research project to “test” the chosen statements’
correspondence with empirical research. These questions for analysis are delineated in
Chapter Five.
After critically reviewing the field test results on the basis of the pre-defined
questions listed in Chapter 5, the dissertation revisited the three quality criteria of utility,
feasibility and credibility, analyzing the extent to which the personal benchmark system
successfully addressed shortcomings of standard practice identified in the literature
review and DTI interviews. As part of this analysis, recommendations were made for
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improvements to the personal benchmark evaluation system as field tested, and for
further needed research. Finally, needed conditions for application of the model in DTIs
were discussed.

Potential Limitations
For the dissertation’s discussion on potential limitations of the research, the
author has opted to use Lincoln & Guba's (1999) conditions of trustworthiness rather than
the more commonly used framework of threats to validity as enunciated in Campbell and
Stanley's "Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research" (1963). This
section first presents Lincoln & Guba's argument against Campbell and Stanley, as well
as the alternative criteria for "truth value" of research which they propose. It then
explains why the author opted for this framework of analysis over Cambpell and
Stanley's. Finally, it presents an analysis of the limitations of this research based on
Lincoln & Guba's criteria for truth value.
Lincoln & Guba's framework was developed for field studies in naturalistic
settings, as an alternative to Campbell and Stanley’s framework. Lincoln & Guba argue
that criteria such as internal and external validity, reliability and objectivity are
appropriate only from an ontological and epistemological perspective of "naïve realism"
– that is, the belief that there is an absolute truth which can be arrived at through carefully
constructed scientific inquiry. Where the researcher sees reality as a social construct,
and the role of the scientist as capturing subjective constructions of reality rather than
arrive at "objective truth", criteria such as objectivity, reliability and validity take on very
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different meanings than those intended by Campbell and Stanley. For example, Lincoln
& Guba (1999) deny the possibility of establishing the internal validity of experimental
findings if one holds by a non-rationalistic paradigm of scientific knowledge:
On the assumption of a single, tangible reality, that an investigation is
intended to unearth and display, the ultimate test of internal validity for
the conventional inquirer is the extent to which the findings of the inquiry
display an isomorphism with that reality. But the determination of such an
isomorphism is in principle impossible, for, in order to make it, the
inquirer would need to know the nature of that ultimate tangible reality a
priori. But it is the precisely the nature of that reality that is at issue. If
one already "knew" it, there would be no need to mount an inquiry to
determine it. (p.402)
Instead, Lincoln & Guba argue that naturalistic inquiry is based on the assumption
of multiple constructed realities, where there is no ultimate benchmark of truth.

In

consequence, in place of internal validity, they recommend the criterion of credibility, as
noted in Chapter Two of this dissertation. They argue that the researcher's responsibility
is not to present as accurate as possible a description of objective reality but rather to
demonstrate that he or she has adequately represented the multiple constructions of
reality being studied, or, in their words, the researcher must show that, "the
reconstructions…that have been arrived at via the inquiry are credible to the constructors
of the original multiple realities” (1999: 402).
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Lincoln & Guba also argue against the concept of reliability by asserting that it is
impossible to replicate experiments in naturalistic (as opposed to laboratory) settings and
obtain similar measurements. Citing the well-known parable of the river that cannot be
crossed twice because one is inevitably crossing over different water, they argue that, in
naturalistic enquiry, the vast diversity of the human experience makes replicability and
thus "reliability" impossible. Instead, they propose the concept of dependability, which
involves developing and depicting an understanding of factors of instability and designrelated drivers of change (p.406).
Finally, they take a very different view of external validity than Campbell and
Stanley, arguing that the natural world, unlike world of laboratory experiments, is too
complex for the researcher to be able to specify precisely in which cases or under what
conditions study findings might be generalizable, or, in Lincoln & Guba's terms,
transferable. They claim that it is the prerogative of the person seeking to apply research
findings elsewhere, and not of the original inquirer, to determine the applicability of the
research to his or her case. The researcher's responsibility is merely to provide a
sufficiently rich description of his or her working hypotheses, together with a description
of the time and context in which they were found to aid those seeking to determine
whether the research is applicable to their case (1999: 420).
This dissertation has adopted Lincoln & Guba's criteria for trustworthiness of
research for two reasons. First, the author's ontological and empirical perspective is more
closely in line with that of Lincoln & Guba than that of Campbell & Stanley. Second,
and perhaps more importantly, the author believes the framework to be more appropriate
for analysis of the data collected. First, the research was conducted in a naturalistic
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setting rather than an experiemental one, through analysis of two field tests. Campbell
and Stanley see little value in these sorts of case studies, which they argue, "have such a
total absence of control as to be of almost no scientific value (1963: 6)." Second, as
detailed in Chapter Two, since empirical measurement of participant workplace
performance and behavior change due to training is prohibitively expensive for
international courses, the dissertation methodology is necessarily based on gathering
subjective accounts of training results rather than empirically confirmable proof. As a
result, the dissertation research was much more in line with Lincoln & Guba's
representation of the researcher's responsibility as adequately representing the multiple
constructions of reality existent within a given case. Below, the dissertation
methodology and its limitations are discussed using Lincoln & Guba's four criteria for
establishing the "trustworthiness" of research.
Credibility and dependability. Lincoln & Guba's standards for credibility, their
replacement criterion for internal validity, are based on establishing the study subjects’
confidence in the "truth" of the findings of a particular inquiry. Credibility is thus from
the perspective of the subjects of the research, and not of outside readers. Among the
techniques Lincoln & Guba propose for increasing the likelihood that credible findings
will be reached are: prolonged engagement with the test group, in order to deeper the
researcher's understanding of the subject groups culture; developing trust; and testing for
misinformation introduced by distortions either of the self or of the respondents. These
proposed techniques could only be very partially applied in the research. Lincoln &
Guba's standards for credibility examine the criterion from the point of view of the
subjects of the inquiry. In the case of this research, there were three relevant subject
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groups: a. interviewed representatives of DTIs, b. participants in the two courses that
were the subjects of the field study and c. course coordinators for these two courses who
were asked to provide their assessment of the dissertation evaluation methodology. Of
these three groups, the researcher only had prolonged engagement with the course
coordinators, with whom she has had a working relationship for several years in different
contexts. In the case of the DTI representatives, in some cases, the only engagement with
the researcher was in setting up a time for the interview and in conducting the interview.
In the case of the course participants, the researcher attended the opening and closing of
one of the courses, on Gender and Local Government and attended most of the session of
the second course, on Support Systems for Microenterprises. However, in neither of
these cases, nor with regard to the DTI interviews, can it be plausibly argued that the
researcher's engagement with study subject was prolonged enough to develop trust or
reduce the possibility of respondent misinformation.
To the contrary, both in the case of the DTI interviews, and in the case of training
participant responses to the field test of the dissertation evaluation method, there are clear
reasons why respondents may have felt it in their interest to provide distorted accounts to
the researcher. In the case of the DTI interviews, it is possible that respondents may have
wanted to portray the work of their institutes in as complementary a light as possible.
Moreover, their own perceptions of the credibility of the information obtained from their
evaluation protocols may be distorted. In the case of the training course participants
surveyed as part of the field test evaluation protocol, it is quite possible that their
satisfaction or gratitude at receiving a scholarship for a course in Israel may have
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influenced their assessment of the course's impact on their work. This issue is discussed
at greater length Chapter Five's discussion of the field study implications.
Lincoln & Guba also propose triangulation of research methods and/or sources to
enhance credibility. In the DTI interviews, this could possibly have entailed two types
of activities: interviewing multiple respondents in each DTI or comparing evidence from
the DTI interviews with other studies with regard to training institute evaluation practice.
This study opted for the latter form of triangulation. To this end, interview results were
matched against results of other studies done of training institute evaluation practice.
However, the author did not triangulate findings about individual training institutes
interviewed by speaking with multiple informants within each DTI.

While it is possible

that multiple interviews may have yielded slightly more nuanced or richer information on
DTI practice, the author did not feel that, given the interviews’ intended purpose of
providing an overview of DTI evaluation practice and needs, this higher level of data
credibility was necessary. Data from the DTI interviews was reported in aggregate form
only (with the exception of good practice examples), so that any variations in descriptions
of DTI evaluation activity that may have come from interviewing more than one DTI
representative would be unlikely to significantly alter findings. Instead, efforts were
made to interview the person in the training institute most likely to have the most
information of DTI practices and needs. In addition, the dissertation evaluation model
was designed on the basis of three sources of input: the literature review, DTI interviews
and feedback from field test organizers. By using three separate sources of input, the
author of this study hoped to enhance the credibility of her findings with regard to the
dissertation evaluation model.
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An additional method of establishing credibility is that of member checks.
According to Lincoln & Guba, member checks are the "most crucial" technique for
establishing credibility. Member checks involves either formally or informally checking
data, analytic categories, interpretations and conclusions with members of those
stakeholder groups from whom the data were originally collected (Lincoln & Guba,
1999: 418). In the DTI interviews, and in gathering assessments of field study course
coordinators toward the evaluation methodologies used, member checks were carried out
by interviewers in the course of the interviews, by repeating key points to interviewees
for confirmation.
In sum, through triangulation, member checks and prolonged engagement with
course organizers, the author of this study hoped to enhance the credibility of findings.
Having said that, none of these methods as applied in the research entirely mitigated the
challenges to credibility inherent in a study largely reliant on self-reports of respondents
whose responses might be influenced by external incentives and incomplete information.
In consequence, it is important to note that, while the study endeavored to establish the
theoretical likelihood that the personal benchmark system could enhance the usefulness,
feasibility and credibility of DTI training evaluation, it could not prove that this model
overcomes these limitations. As mentioned earlier, further research would be necessary
in order to validate the system and better understand its benefits and limitations.
Transferability. As noted above, Lincoln & Guba's concept of transferability
differs greatly from that of external validity in that they see the duty of the researcher as
merely providing a rich enough description of the research process and aims enable
someone interested in making a transfer to decide whether this may be possible (1999:
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420). Their rejection of the concept of external validity for studies in naturalistic settings
is based on the contention that generalizability can only be ensured in transferring
experiments from one controlled, laboratory environment to another laboratory
environment with similar controls.
Similarly, the author of this study acknowledges that lessons on the
implementation of the dissertation methodology in the field study training programs are
not necessarily applicable to training conducted at other training institutes, in other
countries, on other topics, with training participants of different academic or professional
levels. Further testing of the model in a range of different contexts is necessary in order
to develop a richer picture of how the personal benchmark system might be used by
potential users.
Dependability. Lincoln & Guba's third criterion of trustworthiness is meant to
take the place of reliability. Lincoln & Guba argue for dependability, or "instrumental
unreliability", suggesting that the researcher merely include in the account of his research
an understanding of factors of instability within data collected that could change the
results of the study depending on when it was administered. In the case of this
dissertation, the main concern with regard to instrumental unreliability was that training
participants involved in the field test may have responded in different ways to a postcourse evaluation had it been administered at different times. Specifically, it is plausible
that had the post-course questionnaire been administered two years after course
completion rather than four months, it would have yielded substantially different results.
With the course experience still fresh in the minds of participants, response rates could be

109

higher, and responses more detailed, than had participants been polled years later. This
point is further addressed in Chapter Five’s discussion of the field test and conclusions.

Summary
This study explored existing weaknesses in present models of training evaluation
for assessing the contribution of training to organizational and institutional capacity in
international development contexts. On the basis of this analysis, a new model was
developed for evaluation of DTI training aimed at workplace behavior change, with the
ultimate aim of helping target organizations and institutions better achieve their
objectives. The field test did not attempt to provide objective, empirical proof of either
the results of training courses assessed in the field study or, consequently of the relative
ability of the dissertation evaluation methodology to provide accurate, empirically
provable data on the results of training courses in the field. Instead, due to the nature of
the data which could be feasibly collected as part of the field test, this study aimed only
to present the attitudes of research participants – including DTI representatives, course
organizers, course participants and the dissertation author, and on that basis to provide a
theorized model for improved training evaluation that may be replicable to other
international training courses targeting participants from developing countries.
There are two primary potential limitations to this research. The first principal
limitation relates to transferability of the model. The results of two case studies do not
provide sufficient data to the reader to determine whether the dissertation evaluation
model would be easily transferable to any given context. Further field studies would be
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useful in order to build up a greater body of evidence on this question. Second, the
author acknowledges the imperfect reliability/dependability of the field test, based on the
fact that results may be influenced by the timing at which the post-course questionnaire
was distributed.
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Chapter Four: DTI Interviews and Building of the Conceptual Model
This chapter presents results of the second and third phases of research outlined in
Chapter Three. Specifically, it first presents results of the interviews on Development
Training Institute (DTI) policies, practices and preferences. Then, it outlines the theory
building process used to develop the dissertation’s personal benchmark evaluation system
on the basis of data collected through the literature review.
Development Training Institute Interviews
The DTI interviews revealed many themes common to a wide range of DTIs.
There were no notable differences in DTI concerns between regions or even between
developed and developing countries. Due to the small number of DTIs interviewed from
each subject field, it was not possible to identify any differences in DTI attitudes based
on the subject matter of training provided. However, generally, DTIs training on largely
technical skills, such as public financial management, expressed greater satisfaction with
their current evaluation regimes than those teaching "softer" skills and subject matters
whose applications are more context-specific, like rural development or public
administration.
As noted in Chapter Three, the DTI interviews were intended to collect
information on three topics: a) present DTI course planning and evaluation practice, b)
unmet DTI planning and evaluation needs and obstacles to meeting those needs, and c)
good practice examples The table in Appendix E presents a full schedule of interview
responses.
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Present DTI planning and evaluation practice.
Needs assessment.
Most DTIs do not consult with either training participants or their workplace
organizations in designing training. When asked how training content was planned, the
expert knowledge of course organizers was cited by all of the training institutes
interviewed. In addition, 5 of the 20 DTIs interviewed used local coordinators to help
them shape training content – either from local training institutions or relevant
government bodies. Only four training institutes responded to this question by citing any
form of direct needs assessment of beneficiary organizations or of training participants –
in all but one case this was done through pre-course participant application forms which
asked participants or their supervisors about their workplace functions and needs.
However, when asked in a subsequent question whether they ask participants to "submit
information prior to attending the course on their work environments, needs and
expectations from the course or other information that can be used to shape course
content", nine DTIs stated that their pre-course participant questionnaires include
questions on participant needs and circumstances, two DTIs used pre-tests of participant
knowledge and one DTI did a baseline survey of participants' workplace organizations.
End of course participant satisfaction questionnaires.
All interviewed DTIs administer end-of-course participant satisfaction
questionnaires (Kirkpatrick's level one), generally for all participants. Many institutes
found that questions on the quality of lecturers and materials, the mix between lecturers
and practical work, and the balance of time accorded to various topic areas enabled them
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to learn how courses could be improved. Two institutes, however, said that they conduct
end-of-course evaluations primarily to satisfy donors. These institutes claimed that they
had neither the time nor manpower to process and analyze level one questionnaires,
which were done largely on a pro-forma basis.
Post-course evaluations.
Unsurprisingly, while all institutes administer some form of end-of-course
evaluation questionnaire, far fewer administer higher level evaluations. Three training
institutes reported doing formal learning (level two) evaluations through participant tests,
which in two cases included pre-tests of knowledge as well as post-tests. In addition, five
training institutes stated that they were able to measure participant knowledge through
end-of course projects and presentations. Seven stated that they do at least some form of
workplace performance outcomes evaluation (level three) for at least part of their
participants – almost exclusively in the form of written or electronic questionnaires. One
institute also reported doing impact assessments (level four) occasionally.
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Figure 4.1: Prevalence of Levels of Evaluation
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Evaluative learning.
When asked what sources of information they use to improve training, twelve
DTIs cited information from end-of-course participant satisfaction questionnaires on
training topics and didactic methods, two institutes cited level two evaluations, two cited
level three. Two of the institutes engaging in public financial management also canvass
coordinators from beneficiary countries and/or institutions. A higher percentage of DTIs
cited informal methods of information gathering as being among the main sources of data
used to improve training over time than cited formal evaluative material. The importance
for DTI evaluative learning of informal sources of information -- that is, information
gathered not in a structured, purposeful manner but through ad hoc contacts -- was one of
the key findings of the DTI interviews. Specifically, some DTIs cited case studies
presented by students during the course as an important method of gathering information
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on realities on the ground, and ongoing informal contacts with past participants through
websites, alumni forums, return participants and informal telephone and email contact
after the course as an important source of information for improving course content over
time. For example, when DTI representatives were asked whether they gather
information on the extent to which participants learned in courses and were able to apply
what they learned on the job in a relevant manner, only two organizations cited level
three evaluations, while six other organizations cited informal methods of information
gathering.
Figure 4.2: How Do DTIs Learn?
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The main source of informal information was participant feedback given in
informal conversations during and after the course, cited by eleven DTIs. Others spoke
about feedback from course organizers (two DTIs), feedback from participants'
workplace organizations gathered informally by course organizers and other DTI
personnel (1) and use of a comment box in the DTI (1). Several training institutes
claimed that the information gathered in these informal ways was more useful in
116

understanding course results than the scores gathered as part of a formal evaluation
process. Some suggested that informal conversations with past participants provided a
much richer, more nuanced and useful picture of course effects than the responses which
participants gave in evaluation questionnaires. In a second question, when asked what
sort of useful information they get out of evaluations, only three DTIs cited something
other than information gathered from level one evaluations. These three training
institutes all cited level two information on participant learning. None of the DTIs cited
in this context their level three evaluations as providing them with useful information.
Supervisor feedback.
Few training institutes have any substantive contact with the workplace
supervisors of participants. Six training institutes ask for supervisor input in application
questionnaires, although generally this involves supervisors "signing off" on participant
application forms rather than contributing their own perspective. Three training institutes
at least occasionally speak to supervisors post-course to get feedback or provide
guidance.
Evaluation methodology.
All pre-course participant needs assessments and level three evaluations were
done through written surveys. One DTI, as is discussed more at length in the good
practices section, has a policy of phoning dissatisfied level three survey respondents in
order to understand in greater depth the source of dissatisfaction. None of the training
institutes surveyed interview participants or their supervisors by phone either pre- or
post-course as part of a formal planning or evaluation regime.
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Who does evaluation and how is it funded?
Six of the twenty DTIs surveyed had a separate budget for evaluations. Four
DTIs had a separate evaluation unit. In most training institutes, however, evaluations
were conducted by course organizers. Five of the surveyed DTIs used independent
outsiders to conduct periodic evaluations. DTIs with separate evaluation units,
unsurprisingly, seemed to have put more thought into methods for improving evaluation
than those that relied exclusively on course coordinators. However, the importance of
informal contacts between course organizers and participants, both during and after the
course in gathering useful information on course improvements, suggests that it is useful
that course organizers play a central role in conducting any form of evaluation with DTI
learning as its goal.
In sum, DTIs, like their Northern, corporate counterparts (as demonstrated in
Chapter Two), almost exclusively focus on end of course participant satisfaction
questionnaires in order to both provide them with information to improve future activities
and to assess the quality of past activities. These questionnaires were found to be
particularly useful in helping training institutes decide on needed changes in lecturers,
course materials, didactic methods and topics. Conversely, few training institutes use any
formal evaluation methods in order to gauge the impact of training on participants' work
or upon organizational achievements. Of those that did believe that they were able to
determine the extent to which training impacted workplace performance, all cited
informal methods of information gathering such as online chat rooms and ad-hoc contacts
between course organizers and former course participants.
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Unmet DTI needs.
When asked what types of evaluative information DTIs are at present unable to
gather, but would help improve training results, the majority of DTIs referred to
information on participant use of learning at work and obstacles to applying learning.
Sixteen DTIs cited information on workplace use of training as the main type of
evaluative information they would like improve. Four DTIs cited their desire to develop
stronger participant networks post-course, inter-alia, as a means of gathering better
information on post-course use of training. In addition, three DTIs cited more contact
with supervisors post-course and three cited better information on learning. Finally, two
DTIs cited a desire for better needs assessment, and the same number spoke of the need
for improved level one questionnaires.
The three most commonly cited constraints to improving evaluation regimes were
the cost of evaluations, the difficulty getting a clear, accurate picture of workplace use of
training through questionnaires and the low response rates on level three questionnaires.
Several DTIs commented on their need for better level three evaluation techniques to
overcome these constraints. As one training institute noted, there is a trade-off between
the cost of an evaluation and the accuracy of survey responses. It is not generally cost
feasible to invest the necessary resources to get a clearer picture of training transfer to the
workplace. In this context, several DTIs cited the almost universal tendency of
participants surveyed to assess courses positively, whether due to the fact that dissatisfied
participants are less likely to submit questionnaires or because participants do not
respond frankly to survey questions. One DTI representative interviewed was of the
opinion that nationality of training participants affects their ratings of training success,
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another cited the problem of gathering honest information from participants when
training is being provided as a free good. There was a sense among several interviewees
that face-to-face methods such as focus groups and participant observation are far
superior to written surveys for gathering credible data on workplace application of
training, and yet only written surveys are feasible in terms of cost and donors tend to
prefer written surveys for their quantifiablility.
Other obstacles noted to improving evaluations included lack of support for
greater time and cost investments in evaluations on the part of DTI funders and
management. For example, one DTI explained that their funders are only willing to fund
the training itself, and not pre-course needs assessment or post-course evaluation, even
though these tools would be useful in order to improve training. In addition, two training
institutes discussed difficulties with processing, analyzing and using the amount of
evaluative information they gather. These two training institutes both have separate
evaluation units that are responsible for evaluations of all their training programs.
In a separate question, when asked what elements of their present evaluation
regimes DTIs would like to improve, eleven respondents cited more level three
evaluations, with higher response rates, providing more accurate and detailed pictures of
on-the-job use of training. In addition, two DTIs spoke of problems processing the
amount of paper and data generated by their present evaluation procedures so that
information gathered is not used.
Good planning and evaluation practice.
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A number of good practice examples were revealed in the interviews. Among the
training institutes that conduct level three evaluations, some expressed the belief that they
were able to get higher response rates to these evaluations by maintaining ongoing
relationships with training participants, generally through online communities or listserves. For example, the Latin American and Caribbean Institute for Economic and
Social Planning in Chile frequently has the same participants returning for further
courses, enabling them to learn over time about the needs of participants and their
success at applying learning. The Justice Studies Centre of the Americas (CEJI), also in
Chile, invites participants to organize replicate courses in their home countries, which
also provides CEJI with the possibility of getting a much clearer picture of how suitable
learning material is for conditions on the ground in participants' countries. The Institute
of Rural Management (IRM) in Pakistan, in an attempt to ensure higher response rates for
level three questionnaires, asks participants at the end of training to draft a handwritten
letter to themselves detailing how they intend on using what they've learned. This letter
is then dispatched to trainees a few months after the course along with a stamped, preaddressed envelope, and trainees are asked to report on their progress towards their goals.
Another interesting practice of the IRM is to place follow-up phone-calls to course
participants who did not respond to level three questionnaires, in order to ascertain why
they did not respond and to discuss their attitudes toward the course. This is done on the
assumption that dissatisfied participants are less likely to respond to questionnaires than
satisfied ones, and yet their perspective is necessary to better identify sources of
dissatisfaction that might be addressed by the institute. Finally, IRM's level three
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questionnaires ask for supervisor feedback as well as participant feedback as an important
source of information on course usefulness.
The Administrative Staff College of India (ASCI) assigns a mentor for every
trainee half-way through the course. The mentor is responsible to give continued support
to the trainee, both during and after the course, including through participation in an
online group with mentors, experts and training participants. At the end of their courses,
ASCI also writes a report to each participant's superiors on what was covered in the
course in order to try to engage managers in processes of change. In addition, ASCI tries
to strengthen the link between learning and application of learning by having each
participant prepare a project in-course, and then, in a supplementary session two months
after the course, report on progress toward implementation of the project. In this
supplementary session, participants present their progress to an advisory group whose
role is to make useful suggestions. According to ASCI, this supplementary session is an
important source of information on how to improve training. In addition, ASCI
identifies the most promising "champions" of change among training participants and
then provides them with ongoing support in their workplaces. This is done in order to
support change, where possible.
Finally, the International Development Law Organization (IDLO) noted the
importance of the involvement of DTI training program staff in determining evaluation
questions and tools. While IDLO has a separate evaluation unit that is now working to
introduce significant improvements into the organization’s evaluation regime, the
evaluation unit sees its role as facilitating an institute-wide process engaging all relevant
IDLO stakeholders. In particular, the IDLO representative emphasized that they see
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programming staff as the primary clients of evaluation and thus believe they should be
the primary determinants of what information should be gathered as well. In addition, the
evaluation unit hopes that the institute-wide process will help enlist the support of IDLO
staff across the institution for changes to their present evaluation regime.
Several of the other major Northern-based capacity development institutions,
including, World Bank Institute (WBI), Internationale Weiterbildung und Entwicklung
gGmbH (INWENT) and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) have
recently been working on developing results frameworks for the planning, monitoring
and evaluation of human capacity development programs. These results frameworks for
the most part build on the Kirkpatrick model of results monitoring by elaborating specific
questions that should be addressed in planning and evaluating training results. More indepth consideration of these frameworks, however, is beyond the scope of this
dissertation for three reasons: First, these frameworks are still in early experimental
stages so that it is difficult at this point to draw conclusions with regard to their utility or
feasibility. Second, these frameworks all demand very detailed needs assessments and
extensive monitoring and evaluation, which are often not feasible for the short-term,
relatively inexpensive training courses that are being examined in this dissertation.
Third, for the most part, they provide guidance with regard to what is to be monitored and
evaluated, rather than how. Consequently, they present few innovative tools and
mechanisms can be used to collect required data. As a result, while these various results
frameworks have the potential to provide good practice ideas in the future, they were not
deemed to be particularly relevant for this research.
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In sum, the innovative practice ideas on evaluation methodology that were
forwarded were most generally concerned with raising response rates of formal level
three questionnaires and developing informal methods of gathering data on post-course
No specific innovative practices were identified with regard to the format or content of
formal evaluation mechanisms.
DTI interview summary and analysis.
The interviews revealed a number of patterns. The one aspect of their evaluative
regimes which training institutes would most like to improve is that of information on
workplace use of training and on workplace environmental factors influencing
implementation of training. Constraints to improving post-course evaluations (level
three) include lack of money, time, and feasible methods for gathering accurate
information. To the extent that training institutes believe themselves to be capable of
gathering information on workplace contexts or implementation of training, this tends to
be through informal contacts with participants and their workplace organizations during
and after the course, as well as information gathered in in-class case studies, rather than
through their formal evaluation regime. Few of the institutes interviewed administer
formal post-course evaluations on a regular basis. Conversely, all training institutes
administer formal end-of-course participant satisfaction questionnaires and all but one
interviewed believe that information on training content and topics gathered through
these questionnaires is useful for improving future training courses. After better postcourse evaluations, the second most frequently cited need was a desire to improve their
capacity to conduct participant needs assessments.
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The interviews also suggested that, while separate evaluation units can be helpful
in processing evaluative information gathered, training program managers/course
coordinators should play an active role in the process. This is for two reasons. First of
all, informal information gathering generally is done by the course coordinator, who is
the most likely DTI staff person to maintain contact with participants post-course.
Removing the evaluative function from the hands of course coordinators makes it more
difficult to take advantage of these informal mechanisms of information gathering.
Moreover, removing evaluation from the purview of those administering the courses can
result in a disconnect between information collectors and consumers, contributing to
greater difficulty with processing and use of evaluative information gathered. Having
said that, separate evaluation units can play an important function in setting up a
thoughtful evaluation regime, monitoring administration of evaluations by programming
staff, and analyzing overall trends.
The DTI interviews confirmed certain evaluation needs first identified in the
literature review, and contributed to a deeper understanding of the specific needs of DTIs
and possible avenues for solving these needs. The literature critiques the feasibility and
of collecting data on workplace participant behavior training outcomes and impact and
the lack of construct validity inherent in the practice of using end-of-course evaluations
as proxy indictors of training use in the workplace. However, while the challenge of
better post-course data collection was identified by DTIs as their most prevalent need,
there is little extant research on how to improve the feasibility of credible post-course
data collection on training transfer. To the contrary, the more innovative approaches to
training evaluation presented in the literature review did not aim to better document
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results, but, rather, to add elements such as process and context evaluation to results
evaluation. While these latter elements are important for understanding the reasons
behind training results, and for using evaluations to improve training performance, none
of these enhanced models of training evaluation actually help improve the quality of data
on results. Thus, the literature on training evaluation has not as of yet provided a
sufficient response to the DTI challenge of feasibly collecting more credible data on
higher-level training results through low-cost evaluation methods.
The DTI interviews reveal, conversely, one possible avenue to enhance the
feasibility of post-course evaluations of participant behavior change through increasing
the participatory nature of evaluation. As noted, low response rates to post-course
evaluation written or electronic questionnaires is recognized by DTIs as a substantial
hurdle to such evaluations, but some DTIs found that continuing dialogue with
participants after they have returned to their workplace has a positive impact on response
rates of post-course questionnaires. Moreover, the literature review suggests that
enhancing the participatory nature of evaluation may have other positive effects.
Specifically, the IDRC has suggested that greater beneficiary ownership of capacity
development program evaluation may enhance the quality of data collected, and the work
of Brinkerhoff and Stufflebeam, among, others, suggests that giving training participants
and their workplace managers a greater role in needs assessment and program evaluation
may increase the relevance and impact of training, enhance evaluative learning and
improve the performance of trainees upon return to the workplace.
The DTI survey also suggested a way to enhance the usefulness of data gathered.
Several DTI representatives, when asked how they are able to learn about the quality of
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their courses, cited the particular importance of informal methods of data gathering such
as informal conversations with participants both during and after the course, and phonecalls with other representatives of participants' workplaces. However, while these
informal contacts may generate a wide range of information that can be used to help
understand and improve course results, such informal methods are not sufficiently
rigorous to fulfill the accountability function of evaluation. Thus, it can be argued, that
the challenge is how to use formal evaluation mechanisms in order to generate
information which, on the one hand, is as rich as that obtained through informal
conversations, and yet is sufficiently rigorous and quantifiable to meet the accountability
expectations of donors and other stakeholders.

These two principles - of increasing the

participatory nature of evaluations, and formalizing the rich information on participants'
experiences that at present is generally collected through informal methods – guided
design of the personal benchmark system of evaluation.
Below, to complete this discussion of evaluation DTI interview results, the
summary of evaluation needs from the literature first presented in Table 2.1 is revisited,
with the addition of a third column on present practice in DTIs as documented in the
interviews (Table 4.1, Column 2). In addition, an additional row has been added to the
Feasibility section on the basis of DTI comments on the need to address low level three
response rates.
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Table 4.1 Summary of DTI Evaluation Needs

Identified Need
(Literature Review)
1. Improved and more
participatory participant/target
organization/country needs
assessment as the basis for
program planning. ( ADB,
2008; Brown and Gerhardt,
2002; Brinkerhoff, 2006;
ECDPM, 2009; IEG, 2005,
2007; OECD-DAC, 2006:8;
UNDP, 2002; IEG, 2007;
UNDP, 2002, 2003.)

2. Improved level 3
evaluations, including greater
measurement of workplace
environment factors
contributing to training
success, because workplace
environmental factors account
for the majority of the
variance on training success.
(Brown and Gerhardt 2002;
Brown and Reed 2002; Holton
1996; and Brinkerhoff 1988,
2006.)

Present Practice
(DTI Interviews)
Utility
Needs assessment
rarely done. Short
courses generally
planned without
input from training
participants or their
workplace
organizations.

Level three
evaluations rarely
done by DTIs.
Better/more level
three evaluations is
the evaluation need
most commonly
expressed by DTIs.
Training planners
and providers have
very little
information about
the workplace
context of trainees
or constraints to
transfer of training
to the workplaces.
Training does not
take into account
whether trainees
have sufficient
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Theorized solution
1. Inclusion of a developmental
evaluation phase. (Patton, 2006).
2. Increased beneficiary
ownership of needs assessment.
Use of participatory needs
assessment and evaluation
methods where clients,
supervisors set personal training
goals and report on their
achievement. (Brinkerhoff &
Apking, 2006; Brown & Gerhart,
2002; Earl 2001; Salas &
Cannon-Bowers, 2001). This can
also help improve training results
through increasing participant
“intentionality” – i.e. conscious
focusing on their individual goals
(Stufflebeam & Wingate, 2005).
Use of post-course evaluation
forms to identify constraints to
application of learning in the
workplace. This information can
then be used to find ways better
support trainees in
implementation of learning
through training on related issues
like change management and
other accompanying interventions
in the workplace. (Berthnal 1995;
Holton et al. 1997; Richey 1992;
Stufflebeam 2007; Warr, Bird &
Rackham 1970).

3. Evaluation questions which
provide increased variation in
responses on training quality
in order to provide richer
information on training results
(Fowler 1995).

4. Reinforcing partnership
between management, trainers
and trainers in order to ensure
that actual organizational
needs are addressed and to
improve training results by
ensuring that participants
receive support from their
managers for implementation
of learning. Evaluation should
be used to enhance partnership
between training providers,
training participants and their
workplace managers in order
to increase likelihood of
positive training results
(Brinkerhoff 2006).
5. Improved information on
quality of training processes
and their contribution to
training results. (Brinkerhoff
1987; Mayne 1999; Patton
1986; Holton 1996;
Brinkerhoff and Apking
2006).

6. To be feasible, evaluations
should be inexpensive,
relatively non- time-

support to use
learning.
Training institutes
routinely report that
virtually all of their
courses rated highly
by participants.
Uniformly high
grades do not
provide trainers
with an in-depth
picture of what may
be improved in
courses.
Training managers
have little contact
with participants’
workplace
organizations.

DTIs generally
satisfied with the
quality of the
process information
gathered from level
ones and other incourse satisfaction
questionnaires.

Feasibility
Training evaluation
commonly
restricted to level
129

Use of goal-free evaluation
methods to identify a range of
learning and training use goals
and achievements, providing
ratings for each. (Scriven, 1991;
DeLange & Feddes, 2008).

Use of participatory needs
assessment and evaluation
methods where clients, together
with their supervisors set personal
training goals and report on their
achievement (Brinkerhoff &
Apking, 2006; Brinkerhoff &
Montesino, 1996; Dubin et. al.,
1974; Georgenson, 1982; Gill
1989; Hamblin 1974;
Tannenbaum 1997).

Continued/increased focus in endof-course and post-course
evaluations on training
management process related
questions such as quality of
lecturers and need for follow-up
support. (Berthnal 1995;
Bramley, 1996, Bushnell, 1990;
Earl 2001, IEG, 2008;
Stufflebeam 2007; Warr, Bird &
Rackham, 1970).
To be feasible, evaluation should
be done primarily through written
questionnaires (DTI Interviews).

consuming evaluation
methodologies that take into
account training providers’
lack of time and resources to
evaluate training’s workplace
outcomes and impact.
(Iverson 2003, 15; Morgan
and Casper 2000; Tamkin et
al, 2002:ix).
7.

8. Better predictors of
participant use of learning in
the workplace. Level one and
two evaluations are inaccurate
predictors. (Bramley &
Newby 1984; Lee & Pershing,
2002; Warr et. al. 1999).
Level three (behaviour
change) questionnaires
measure attitudes with regard
to utility rather than actual
utility, participant self-reports
often inaccurate (Atkins &
Wood, 2002; Carless &
Robert-Thompson, 2001;
Iverson, 2003: 15).

one and informal
collection of
information.

Improved response
rates needed.
Several DTIs cited
problem of
extremely low
response rates on
level three
questionnaires.
Credibility
Training institutes
tend to use
questions on course
utility in level 1s as
their sole evidence
of utility. Level
threes, where done,
tend to ask only
general questions
on utility and
relevance of
courses. Responses
generally very
positive, regardless
of course quality.
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Several DTIs suggested that
maintaining formal or informal
contact with participants after the
course helps raise response rates
to evaluation questionnaires.

More focus on level three
evaluations. Use of participatory
methods of training evaluation to
increase thoughtfulness of
participant responses and
“ownership” of evaluation
process (Earl, 2001).

Development of a Conceptual Model for Training Evaluation
As detailed in Chapter Three, the personal benchmark system for training
planning and evaluation was developed through a theory-to-research strategy of theory
building. According to Lynham’s (2002: 228) explanation of this process, the first stage
is conceptual development, bringing together knowledge about the phenomenon central
to the theory and then ordering it, “according to the internal logic, logic-in-use, and
informed imagination of the theorist.” This process should result in a conceptual model
which can then be field tested. This section presents the logical process by which the
dissertation author developed her model of training evaluation, based on data on DTI
training evaluation needs, constraints and possible innovative solutions gathered through
the literature review and the DTI interviews. The author used the table of evaluation
needs (Table 4.1) as part of her theory-building process, to organize collected data and
develop possible evaluative solutions.
For purposes of clarity, the logical process used to develop the system is
presented in reverse order. In other words, rather than starting with evaluation needs
identified in research and then detailing the solutions to those needs proposed by the new
model, the description below begins by presenting the elements of the new system
proposed, and then will demonstrate how these elements are intended to address
evaluation needs. Where possible, the ensuing description will reference the row
numbers in Table 4.1 for each of the evaluative needs listed so that the reader can better
follow the connection between the system’s proposed elements and the needs detailed in
that table. In addition, the reader may reference the actual survey questionnaires used in
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the field test in order to better understand how these principles were operationalized in
the field test.
Aims of the model.
The literature review and DTI survey identified two main training evaluation
issues. First, DTIs need better information on post-course participant use of training and
behavior change. The most cost-feasible method for doing so is distribution of postcourse evaluation questionnaires to former participants, but these generally result in very
low response rates and do not generate a sufficiently rich picture of how training affected
participants and their workplace organizations. Second, a considerable amount of
literature argued for the need for evaluation systems that are geared toward improving
program planning and design rather than only proving program results.
To date, the broader evaluation systems involving elements such as pre-course
workplace context and needs assessment, process evaluation and post-course context
evaluation proposed in the literature have not been widely adopted by training institutes
(Evans, 2007). In addition, there has not been a considerable amount of work done by
theorists on improving the quality of post-course evaluations. On the basis of both the
literature review and the DTI survey, this dissertation identified a number of basic
principles that could inform an improved system: from the literature review, the
possibilities of goal free evaluation, using more participatory methods, and integrating
within evaluation systems planning, process and context elements were discussed. From
the DTI survey, the potential benefits were identified of both more participatory methods,
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and methods that enable the formalization of the type of rich data generally only gathered
informally.
The personal benchmark system integrates all of these elements in order to
address the two challenges listed above. The system mandates three written
questionnaires to be administered to all training participants: one prior to the course, one
at the end of course and a post-course questionnaire distributed several months-one year
after their return to their workplace. The system enables participants to define for
themselves the criteria upon which the course is evaluated through a series of overlapping
questionnaires. The first questionnaire asks participants to set for themselves individual
learning goals. These individual goals are then redistributed to participants at the end of
course and they are asked to rate the extent to which they achieved their goals. They are
then asked to set individual goals for use of training and then are given the opportunity,
in a third, post-course questionnaire, to rate training use goal achievement and to discuss
the obstacles to achievement of their goals. The following description will discuss the
elements of this system in greater detail:
Enhancing the participatory nature of evaluations (Table 4.1 Rows 1, 4, 8, 9).
The personal benchmark system enhances the participatory nature of evaluations
by asking participants to determine for themselves the parameters upon which they rate
their training experience. In practice, this was accomplished in the following manner:
On the first day of a training course, the model calls for the distribution of a pre-course
questionnaire asking participants to define up to three individual learning goals, and to
explain the ways that they hope to use this learning in their workplaces. The
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questionnaires are not anonymous in order to enable participants to review their
individual learning goals at the end of the course, as part of the next phase of the
evaluation model. Accordingly, on the last day of course, participants are redistributed
the individual learning goals which they defined for themselves at the beginning of the
course, and are asked to rate the extent to which the course helped them meet each of
their individual goals. In addition, participants are asked to name the three most useful
knowledge or skill areas which they obtained from the course, and how they believe they
will be able to use this knowledge or those skills on the job. These responses are then
redistributed to participants in the final post-course questionnaire, three months to one
year they have returned to their workplaces, and they are asked to rate the extent to which
they were able to use on the job the knowledge or skills, as expected at the end of the
course. This method is a variation on Scriven’s Goal-Free method of evaluation (1991),
which calls for evaluations which do not assess programs on the basis of pre-defined
goals, and is intended to enhance the participatory nature of the evaluation by having
participants themselves define the parameters by which the course is to be evaluated.
Enhancing the participatory nature of evaluation was chosen as an important
element of the personal benchmark system to address a number of issues which were
raised in the literature review and DTI interviews: First, as the review of capacity
development studies in Chapter One indicated, higher levels of beneficiary ownership are
associated with capacity development intervention success (ADB, 2008; Land, Hauck, &
Baser, 2009; IEG, 2007; OECD-DAC, 2006:8, UNDP, 2002, 2003).

Asking

participants to set for themselves their learning and training use goals and to assess the
achievement of these goals is intended to enhance participant perceptions of ownership of
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the training process and thus contribute to the likelihood of training success (Brinkerhoff
& Apking, 2006; Brown & Gerhart, 2002; Earl 2001; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001).
Moreover, asking participants to define up-front their learning goals and, subsequently,
the ways that they intend on using learning on the job may increase intentionality – that
is, conscious focusing of the participants on their individual goals in order to improve
success rates (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995; Stufflebeam & Wingate, 2005). Third,
use of participatory methods is intended to increase response rates, once again by
enhancing participant perceptions of ownership of the training process (Earl, 2001).
Finally, having participants define for themselves the criteria by which courses are to be
evaluated is intended to increase the credibility of responses. In other words, by having
participants devote thought to their specific learning goals, and on-the-job training use
goals, it was hoped to increase the thoughtfulness with which training participants fill in
evaluation questionnaires and thereby to increase the extent to which evaluation scores
are reflective of actual participant perceptions of training results (Earl, 2001).
In addition, use of participatory, goal-free methods of defining and rating
achievement of training goals was intended to provide more useful data on learning and
training use. In international courses, such as the ones that the personal benchmark
system is designed to address, participants in any given course tend to have widely
different backgrounds, workplace contexts and responsibilities, and thus, learning needs.
This method of rating individually chosen goals was intended to give trainers a richer
picture of what trainees actually gained from the course and how used learning in the
workplace. Moreover, having participants give separate ratings for each of their learning
and training use goals was intended to increase variation of participant responses.
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Variation between ratings of different learning and training use goals aimed to give
readers of the evaluation forms a more detailed, and thus more useful understanding of
participants' attitudes on which course topics were most useful and/or most successfully
delivered (Fowler, 1995, Table 4.1, Row 3). Thus, for example, this method could be
used to calculate separate scores for different learning topics or use areas which could
then be used to see which topic were comparatively stronger or better delivered.
Questionnaire one: Pre-course assessment (Table 4.1 Rows 1, 4).
Both the DTI interviews and the literature review identified a need for greater use
of needs assessments in the design of training interventions. A review of the literature on
capacity development suggested that capacity development and training frequently
suffers from being insufficiently targeted to beneficiary needs due to lack of adequate
needs assessment (OECD-DAC 2006:8, UNDP 2002; IEG 2005). In fact, as was
revealed in the IEG (2008) study on training for capacity building, poor targeting of
training to participant needs is one of the two primary reasons for training failure. The
DTI interviews revealed that while most training institutes do not use information
gathered from participants or their workplaces in order to develop course content, some
training managers are able to use information gathered from participant application
questionnaires on participtants’ work functions or learning needs in order to gain a deeper
understanding of the needs of specific participants.
In order to address this general lack of knowledge on the specific needs and
circumstances of training participants, the personal benchmark system incorporates a precourse questionnaire asking participants to define their learning goals and detail how that
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learning is relevant for their workplace functions. In addition, the pre-course
questionnaire includes questions asking participants to describe relevant elements of their
country and workplace contexts. This was intended to provide training organizers with
information that could be used to help shape training content to address the specific needs
of training participants.
For the field test, the decision was made to administer the pre-course
questionnaire on the first day of course, after course organizers had presented the course
program to participants, rather than prior to the start of the course. This was done for two
reasons: a) to simplify evaluation procedures; and b) to raise the likelihood that
participants would draft individual learning goals within the actual parameters of the
course program, rather than choosing entirely unrelated or tangential personal goals
(Iverson 2003, 15; Morgan and Casper 2000; Tamkin et al., 2002:ix).
Questionnaire two: Evaluation of training management processes (Table 4.1,
Row 6) and learning results
The second phase of the personal benchmark evaluation system called for an endof-course questionnaire to be distributed to participants on the last day of course. The
DTI interviews indicated that all DTIs administer end-of-course participant satisfaction
questionnaires, and most DTIs find these questionnaires to be useful. In particular, DTIs
cited that participant satisfaction questionnaires produce particularly useful information
on training management processes such as the quality of lecturers and course materials,
the mix between lectures and more participatory forms of learning, the length of course
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and the quality of facilities. These types of information are found by many DTIs to be
more useful than ratings on course quality, which tend to be almost uniformly positive.
In accordance with this DTI feedback on post-course satisfaction questionnaires,
the personal benchmark system maintains these training management process elements of
standard level one questionnaires but modifies the elements dealing with training results.
As noted above, participants are not asked to provide general ratings on the extent to
which they believed that they have learned on the course but, rather, to assess
achievement of their individual learning goals as cited in the pre-course questionnaire and
asked to rate the extent to which they achieved their goals. This method is a way to
quantify the qualitative information on learning goals that participants themselves
provided. In doing so, participants are empowered to use evaluations to communicate the
specific benefits or shortcomings of training for their needs and training evaluators
receive a much more rich understanding of both what was learned and what was
important to participants to learn than would be possible through standard, close-ended
questions. In this way, the participant benchmark evaluation system attempts to capture
in a quantifiable manner the type of nuanced information on training achievements that
the DTI surveys suggested is normally only generated through direct, informal
conversations with participants.
Once participants have completed the learning goal section of the end of course
questionnaire, they are also asked to choose up to three useful knowledge and/or skill
areas that they gained in the course and how they intend to use these things at work. This
is intended to give DTIs a clearer picture of what elements of the course are most valued
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by trainees and to prepare for the third post-course phase of the personal benchmark
system.
Phase three: Post-course assessment of results and obstacles to transfer of
training (Table 4.1, Rows 2, 5, 9, 10).
The DTI interviews revealed that none of the DTIs administer post-course
assessments of implementation of training for all courses whether by email/mail survey,
telephone or other methods. This stands in stark contrast to end-of course participant
satisfaction questionnaires which are generally distributed by DTIs to all participants.
Among the obstacles cited in the DTI interviews to better and more widespread postcourse evaluations were low response rates to mail or email questionnaires, the
perception that respondents to written questionnaires do not generally accurately
represent their post-course experience with transfer, but rather provide positive ratings
regardless of reality, and the prohibitive cost or time demands of other methods of
evaluation like telephone interviews, observation or focus groups. And yet, as noted in
the previous section, improving post-course evaluations was cited by a plurality of DTIs
as the element of their evaluation regime that they would most like to improve. The
literature review also suggested the particular importance of a post-course phase of
evaluation. Research has indicated that the majority of variance on workplace
implementation results of training is due to factors in the workplace environment, rather
than didactic methods, instructional design, or other classroom variables (Brown and
Gerhardt, 2002; Brown and Reed, 2002; Holton, 1996; IEG, 2008; Brinkerhoff, 1988,
2006.) Given the importance of workplace environment to training success, a third postcourse phase of the evaluation, administered a minimum of three months after course
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completion was made an integral part of the new three-stage evaluation model. The
three-stage evaluation model calls for written questionnaires to be distributed by email or
mail to all participants. Mail or email questionnaires were found, in the DTI interviews,
to be the only time and cost-feasible method for post-course evaluation. Thus, the three
stage model uses only written questionnaires, but endeavors to improve the level three
response rates and utility and credibility of information gathered over commonly used
evaluation questionnaires.
In the participant benchmark system, several months to two years after
participants return to their workplaces from training, evaluators redistribute participants’
individual end-of-course responses on the most useful things they gained in the course.
Participants are then asked to rate the extent to which they were able to use learning in
the ways they intended. Rating course achievements on the basis of participants’
individual training use goals is intended to fulfill two purposes: first, as in the case of
ratings on learning goals in the post-course questionnaire, this format was intended to
raise response rates by giving participants a greater feeling of ownership of the evaluation
process and to produce more thoughtful, nuanced and varied (and thus more useful)
information on the ways in which training participants have used the knowledge and
skills which they have acquired in course. In addition, participants are asked in the
questionnaire a series of questions in order to determine whether various relevant
elements in the workplace environment, such as availability of resources and support of
managers contributed to or impeded transfer of training. These questions are a crucial
part of the post-course questionnaires with the purpose of giving DTIs a clearer picture of
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how environmental factors affect transfer in order to enable them to address such factors
in future courses (Stufflebeam, 2007; Warr, Bird & Rackham, 1970).

Summary
This chapter detailed the results of the DTI interviews and then described the
process used to build a conceptual model of training evaluation, based on data gathered in
the literature review and DTI interviews. The following chapter will now detail the
implementation and results of the field test of the personal benchmark system.
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Chapter Five: Field Test of the Personal Benchmark System
In accordance with the model presented in Chapter Four, the field test involved
three questionnaires: one administered on the first day of class, one at the end of course,
and one three to four months after course completion. Both field tests followed a similar
evaluation protocol. All questionnaires were designed in consultation with course
organizers, who provided important input with regard to course content and the types of
information which would be most useful to them. For this reason, there was a certain
degree of variation between questionnaires in the two courses. Questionnaires were not
anonymous in order to enable redistribution of participant responses to them at the end of
course for the post-course questionnaire. Participants were informed that they had the
right not to fill in the questionnaire if they were uncomfortable with its non-anonymity.
No participant in either the course “opted out”. The following is a detailed description of
the questionnaire design and rationale for the design, as well as findings from the field
study.
Pre-course questionnaire.
The pre-course questionnaire was designed to provide course organizers with
more detailed information on the home country contexts of training participants and their
needs and expectations from training. In addition, some of the questions on participants’
home contexts were asked again at the end of course in order to track changing
participant attitudes. Finally, participants were asked to designate up to three individual
learning goals on the basis of which they would be asked at the end of the course to
assess learning. The following is a question-by question presentation of the
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questionnaires distributed at the beginning of the course. The actual text of survey
questions is presented in italics. Where variation occurred between the questionnaires for
the two courses, this too was noted. The full questionnaires, as distributed, appear in
Appendices F and G. The following questions were asked in order to provide information
to trainers on participants’ country contexts and needs:
Gender course:
1. In your opinion, what are the three main challenges to gender mainstreaming
in your country today?
Microfinance course:
1. In your opinion, what are the main areas in which microenterprises are in need
of support in your country?
2. Are you aware of support systems for microenterprises in your own country? If
so, what are they and do they address the challenges listed above?
3. In your opinion, what sort of improvements to existing support systems do you
believe need to be developed to better support microenterprises in your country?
In addition, the following goal table (Table 5.1) was distributed to participants of
both courses. Participants were instructed to fill in the two left columns of the table and
to leave the two right columns blank until the end of the course.
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Table 5.1: Learning Goal Table 1

What knowledge,
skills, or other
benefits would
you most like to
gain from the
course? Please
be as specific as
possible. You
may list up to
three goals.

For each of the
goals listed
above, how do
you expect to
use what you
have gained
here once you
have returned to
your
workplace?

Now that you have completed
the course, please review the
goals you set for yourself. For
each goal, please tell us the
extent to which the course met
your needs. Please rate on a
scale of 1-4 where 1 = did not
meet my needs 4 = fully met my
needs. If the goal you set was
not relevant for the course,
please select N/A

Comments

Goal 1:
1 2 3 4 N/A
Goal 2:

1 2 3 4 N/A

Goal 3:
1 2 3 4 N/A

End-of course questionnaire.
The second phase of the evaluation was an end-of-course questionnaire. In the
case of the Microenterprises course, the questionnaire was distributed on the second-tolast day of the course. For the Gender course, the questionnaire was distributed on the
last day. This enabled the researcher to make modifications to the questionnaire on the
basis of the experience of the first day. In addition to the non-anonymous questionnaire,
and in keeping with normal evaluation practice in the MCTC, participants in both courses
were asked for their detailed feedback in face-to-face feedback sessions and participants

1

Table has been compressed here for purposes of readability. The actual questionnaires left more space
for participants to fill in responses.
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in the Microenterprises course were asked to fill out the anonymous, standardized, online, end-of-course participant satisfaction questionnaire used for all MCTC courses. The
questionnaire included questions on various aspects of the training management process
as well as detailed feedback forms for each lecturer in the course. While there was some
concern that participants would experience “evaluation burnout” and give insufficiently
thoughtful, detailed responses to the dissertation field test’s post-course questionnaire,
this did not seem to be the case.
The questionnaires administered as part of the personal benchmark system were
also not anonymous in order to enable redistribution to participants at later phases.
Participants were reminded of their right to “opt out” if they were uncomfortable with
this. No participants declined to submit the questionnaire. The following questions were
asked in the end-or course questionnaire:
First, to track participant learning and shifts of attitude over the period of the
course, one question about country context asked in the pre-course questionnaire was
repeated in the post-course questionnaire:
Microfinance course:
1. On the basis of what you’ve learned here, what sort of improvements to existing
support systems/new support systems do you believe need to be developed to
better support microenterprises in your country?
Gender course:
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1. In your opinion, what are the three main challenges to gender mainstreaming
in your country today?
Subsequently, two standardized questions were asked of participants in both courses:
2. To what extent was the course relevant for the particular circumstances of
your country?
This was a closed-ended, quantitative question, with participants being asked to rate the
course on a scale. In the case of the Microfinance course, a scale of 1-4 was used. In the
case of the Gender course, participants were asked to choose between the options: Not
relevant, slightly relevant, mostly relevant and extremely relevant.
3. Please suggest up to two improvements that could be made to enhance the
success of this course.
This open-ended question was meant to generate richer descriptive data on participants’
attitudes with regard to the course.
Participants were then redistributed the individual goal tables that they filled out
on the first day of course and asked to rate in the two right columns of the table the
achievement of their learning goals, as defined by them on the first day of the course in
the two left columns of the table. As in the case of question two of the end-of-course
questionnaire, a numeric rating scale was used for the Microfinance course and a
descriptive rating scale was used for the Gender course. In the Gender course, the answer
choices offered for the learning goal table question on whether the course met
participants’ individual learning needs were as follows: not at all, partially met my needs,
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mostly met my needs, entirely met my needs, not applicable: course content did not
address this topic.
Finally, a second “utility” table was distributed to participants (Table 4.3). The
table asked participants to name the three most useful things which they gained in the
course and how they intended to use these things at work.

As in the case of the

individual learning goal table, this table was not anonymous in order to make it possible
to redistribute individual responses to participants in the third phase of the evaluation
protocol.
Table 5.2: Training Use Goal Table
Please share with us how useful the course will be/was for you. 2

Of the knowledge/skills which you acquired in the
course, which do you believe will be most useful to
you back on the job? You can chose up to three
knowledge/skill areas.

How do you believe you
will use the knowledge/
skills in your work?

Knowledge/skill area #1:
Knowledge/skill area #2
Knowledge/skill area #3

In the case of the Gender course, in order to mitigate any possible biasing effect
due to the non-anonymity of the questionnaire, participants were given the option on the
utility table page of asking that questionnaires only be read by the researcher, with results
being reported to course organizers in aggregate form only. Participants were also

2

Questionnaire is condensed to fit the page here. Participants were given more space for responses.
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informed verbally of this option, and reminded of their right to “opt out” of the nonanonymous questionnaire. None of the participants requested either of these options.
Phase Three: Post-course questionnaire.
The final phase in the field test was redistribution via email of participants’
individual utility tables so that they could rate the extent to which they were able to use
learning as anticipated, and report on how transfer of training was affected by factors in
their workplace. The questionnaire was administered to participants approximately four
months after course completion. Participants were sent the post-course questionnaire by
email and, in order to simulate common practice in training institutes for level three
questionnaires, they were sent one email reminder only if they did not submit the
questionnaire before the deadline.
Below, the full text of this questionnaire is reproduced in Table 5.3:
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Table 5.3: Post-Course Evaluation Questionnaire

1. Have you been able to use the knowledge, skills or contacts you gained on the course
have been useful to you since returning to your workplace? Please give specific examples
of any ways in which the course has contributed to your ability to achieve your workrelated goals.
2. At the end of the course, you were asked to share with us the three things you acquired
in the course that you thought would be most useful to you back on the job, and how you
expected to use these things in your work. For each of the knowledge/skill areas you
listed please tell us the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements, where 1 = do not agree at all and 5 = fully agree. Choose N/A if the
statement is not applicable to the knowledge/skill area you selected.

Your response in
the end-of course
questionnaire

I have been able
to effectively use
the knowledge
and skills I
acquired.
The
knowledge/skills
I have acquired
have changed the
way I think about
issues at work.
I frequently use
the
knowledge/skills
I acquired in the
course.
I received in the
course the
practical skills
needed to use this
knowledge/skill

Knowledge/skill area
1
Participant’s
response from the
end-of course
questionnaire
reproduced here.

Knowledge/skill
area 2
Participant’s
response from the
end-of course
questionnaire
reproduced here.

Knowledge/skill
area 3
Participant’s
response from the
end-of course
questionnaire
reproduced here.

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
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area in my work.
I have enough
support from my
managers to use
this
knowledge/skill
area in my work.
I have enough
support from my
colleagues to use
this
knowledge/skill
area in my work.
I have the
necessary
resources/funds
/equipment to use
this
knowledge/skill
area in my work.
Comments –
please give us
specific details on
your efforts to
apply this
knowledge/skill
area.
We are interested
to hear specific
examples of how
you have tried to
apply these areas
and of any
obstacles that you
have encountered
to applying them.

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

3. Are there areas of learning in which it would have been useful for you to get expert
follow-up support from the MCTC in order to help you use this knowledge in your
workplace? If so, what support would have been helpful to you and why?
4. Are there other things that the MCTC could do to improve the relevance and
usefulness of courses like yours?
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Analysis of evaluation questionnaires.
Course organizers were asked for their opinions on the evaluation protocol and
input on responses at several junctures during the field test. They were asked to review
each of the draft questionnaires before distribution and to suggest improvements or
changes to the questionnaire. They read all completed questionnaires, after each of the
three phases, and were given averages of quantitative scores.

Feedback was elicited

from training organizers on field test results at two junctures. After receipt and review of
the end-of-course questionnaire responses, each organizer was interviewed individually
according to a structured questionnaire that can be found in Appendix H with regard to
the utility of the information generated by each question. Amongst other things, course
organizers were asked to rate the utility of responses to each question according to the
following scale not very/somewhat/yes. Next, after receipt and review of post-course
questionnaires, each organizer was once again interviewed, this time in an unstructured
interview.

Field Test Analysis
In keeping with Reynold’s (1971) guidance on theory-to-research processes, the
field test results were analyzed by selecting statements generated by the model for
comparison with the field test results. The following section presents each of the selected
statements, in question form, and then brings evidence from a review of completed
training participant evaluation questionnaires and from interviews with course organizers.
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All observations noted below are that of the researcher, other than where specifically
cited as opinions of the course organizers. As both utility and feasibility are largely
subjective concepts, and course organizers were viewed as the primary consumers of
evaluative information, course-organizer self-reports were seen as relevant evidence of
the extent to which the evaluation protocol was useful and feasible. That noted, it is
important to stress that the intention was not to generalize from the opinions of the two
course organizers to other courses, in other DTIs, run by other course organizers. Further
research would be necessary in order to check the extent to which the field test findings
are applicable to other course evaluations. Instead, the dissertation adopted Lincoln and
Guba’s (1999: 420) concept of transferability. As noted in Chapter Three, to meet the
criterion of transferability, the researcher's responsibility is only to provide a sufficiently
detailed description of field test context and conditions, in order to aid future researchers
to determine whether the system is relevant for their contexts.
How feasible was the personal benchmark system in terms of cost, time
allocation, simplicity and resources?
Questionnaire distribution for the personal benchmark system involved no
monetary costs other than that of printing questionnaires.

Time feasibility was a more

challenging problem, due to the fact that the two latter phases in the questionnaire asked
participants to comment on their individual goals, as enumerated in the previous phase.
This entailed preparing a separate questionnaire for each participant and, in the case of
the post-course phase, sending each questionnaire individually to training participants.
This was a time-consuming exercise which is likely to only be feasible in DTIs where
there is sufficient support staff to devote the necessary time.
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Another option for

increasing the time feasibility of the model is administering the third phase of the
questionnaire through a mail-out of copies of each participant’s individual training use
table. Alternately, if the first and second phase questionnaires were also administered
electronically, electronic copies of participant’s utility goal tables could more easily be
forwarded via email to participants for the third phase of the evaluation protocol.
Computerization of the three-phase evaluation protocol could also simplify the
process of filling in the questionnaires for respondents. One of the evident shortcomings
of the evaluation protocol as administered in the field test is the complexity of the forms,
in particular the learning goal and workplace use goal tables. For example, in the precourse phase of the microfinance course, participants were distributed learning goal
tables including four columns: two to be filled out pre-course (learning goals and
relevance of these goals to work) and two to be left empty until after the course (rating
achievement of learning goals and comments).

Despite detailed written and verbal

instructions by the researcher, and despite the fact that the columns to be filled in at the
end of the course were shaded grey to emphasize the difference, one of the respondents
filled in the grey columns at the beginning of the course.

In order to simplify

instructions, in the gender course participants were only distributed the first two columns
at the beginning of the course and then the two ratings columns to be filled in at the end
of the course were glued in later by the researcher.

This was time-consuming.

Computerization of the evaluation protocol could simplify this process and make
administration of the evaluation model more feasible.
Did course organizers believe that information generated by the evaluation
was sufficiently useful to merit allocation of time to reading participant responses?
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The two course organizers differed in their opinions of the open-ended questions
on country context and needs asked in the pre-course and end-of-course questionnaires.
One of the course organizers was of the opinion that these questions were not useful
enough to justify the time spent reading responses. The responses to these questions in
the pre-course questionnaire, in her opinion, were very general and mostly reported
information that she had known in advance. As for the post-course questionnaire, which
asked a similar question on country needs in order to measure shifts in attitude during the
course, the course organizer observed that she was able to see from comparing pre-course
and end-of course responses a shift in the importance accorded by course participants to
certain issues, in keeping with course content. However, she found the comparison to be
only somewhat useful in relation to the time spent reading responses.
The organizer of the other course was of the opinion that had she received the
information in the pre-course questionnaires one to two months prior to the course, they
would have provided her with “excellent” information that would have enabled her to
better adapt the course focus and contents to trainee needs. However, as the questionnaire
was administered on the first day of course, at a time when few changes could be made to
the program, it was only “somewhat” useful.

As to the comparison between pre-course

and post-course responses, the organizer of the other course found the information on
shifts of attitude to be sufficiently useful to justify the time spent reading responses. In
her words, “They changed their responses. They saw things here that they hadn’t thought
before and wrote about them. At first, they wrote very broad categories of what doesn’t
work and at the end they wrote specific things that need to be done. I learned that the
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problems and needs are very similar in many places… I learned that they had learned in
the course tools to deal with the problems.”
Both course organizers reported that the learning goal table and the training use
table were sufficiently useful to merit time spent reviewing responses. Specifically,
organizers of both courses found that the learning goal table provided “excellent”
information on the extent to which participant expectations were in line with course
content and contributed to the organizers’ ability to focus training content more on
expectations.

However, one noted the difficulty in finding time to read participant

responses to the pre-course questionnaire at the beginning of the course. Both would
have preferred the pre-course questionnaire to be distributed and collected one or two
months prior to the course, both to make reading the forms more time-feasible and to
facilitate adaptation of course contents on the basis of participant needs and preferences.
Both organizers agreed that participant end-of-course ratings of their individual
learning goals accorded them a more nuanced, and thus more useful, understanding of
what participants got out of the course than they would have gotten through standard
level one questionnaires, which justified the time spent reading the responses. In the
words of one of the organizers, “The information was excellent and the comments good.
There was much more specific information than I would have had otherwise.” Both
course organizers agreed that the fourth column of the learning goal table – an openended column asking for comments on achievement of learning goals should be optional,
for those participants who desired to add written comments, rather than mandatory for all
respondents. One noted that it would have been unnecessarily time-consuming to read all
comments had everyone been asked to provide an open-ended explanation of ratings, and
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the other course organizer responded that it was more efficient to leave the “comments”
column as optional, because, in her words, “I don’t have to hear from people who have
nothing to say.”
In addition, both course organizers were enthusiastic about the depth of
information on the different ways that course participants had been able to apply learning
at work and felt that the post-course questionnaire gave them a good understanding of
how implementation was influenced by factors in the workplace context such as
availability of resources, appropriate policies and managerial support.
In sum, both course organizers found the learning goal and training use tables to
be an improvement over their standard evaluation regimes, providing sufficiently useful
information to justify time spent reading participant responses. In particular, they were
of the opinion that this method of results evaluation provided much more specific,
nuanced information on participant needs and expectations from the course, and on
learning and workplace transfer of training than the other forms of training results
evaluation with which they were familiar. With regard to the open-ended questions on
country context and needs, course organizers differed in the extent to which they found
that these questions were sufficiently useful to justify time spent reading them. Finally,
both course organizers believed that it would have been more useful to administer the
pre-course part of the questionnaire before the course started. This could be feasibly
accomplished by making the pre-course questionnaire part of the course application
process.
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To what extent did participants write detailed responses to open-ended
questions, reflecting their investment of significant time and thought in the
evaluation process?
Respondents provided lengthy, very detailed information in open-ended questions
at all stages of the evaluation. For example, in the post-course questionnaire, all eleven
of the participants in the Microfinance course provided specific details on how they had
used learning at work. In the case of the ten post-course questionnaire respondents from
the Gender course, eight provided specific examples of how they had used learning at
work, one stated that she had not been able to use learning and explained why and only
one did not give a detailed response to the question.

Responses to other open-ended

questions in all three questionnaires administered in the context of the dissertation field
test were similarly detailed and specific.

In order to give some indication of how

detailed participant responses were, Table 5.4 provides a sample of participant feedback
from the post-course evaluation forms.

The research put all the post-course

questionnaires in a pile and then selected every fifth questionnaire for inclusion in the
below quotes in order to ensure that the sample was fully random. From each of the
selected questionnaires, only the open-ended responses which provided substantive
information on what learning was applied and how training could be improved were
included. However, all such substantive information was reproduced in full in order to
give a clear picture of the length and depth of responses. Identifying information was
deleted to protect confidentiality.
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Table 5.4 Sample of Open-Ended Responses
in Post-Course Questionnaires
Microfinance course:
Respondent 1:
“After the training course at Israel, a lot of changes were made inside my
enterprise, following the knowledge acquired. In the areas of client management,
financial management, advertising and marketing tasks and motivation of the employees
have let the company to work better and to have better results than before Israel. Even the
profit of the company has increased in almost 40% after the course.”
“It was hard for the enterprise to find motivation issues non-economical. Now we
have the opportunity to share with the employees some chances like training, schedule
flexibility among other issues improving the performance of each one.”
“The way of making advertisement has fully changed. Now we look for the client
rapprochement through the clear message in our advertisement”
“The financial issues have improved the process we were following. Nowadays
we manage these items more carefully and we register everything”
“ I personally think that the exercise of the business lab is the most useful because
is more practical, so this activity should last more time and have more activities inside, in
order to learn more from it, especially in the financial issues.”
“Me as an entrepreneur, personally think that the course should be divided in
entrepreneurs and support systems workers. It is good to share experiences between these
two kinds of people, but the process of support systems organizations is not a theme to
take a lot of time for an entrepreneur but for a support system worker.”
Respondent #6
“I have been able to transmit the way the support systems in Israel works in the
manufacturing society. I haven’t used all the knowledge acquired through except for the
marketing course and the self-efficacy reading…. These courses have helped me be more
accurate in my projects and in my actions.”
“The course in my opinion was a great introduction for most people who work at
government dependencies or any other support organizations, but in my case which I am
an entrepreneur I found interesting yet not that useful. I saw lots of opportunities and
most of them were not taught in classroom. All support systems we say, it surely gave
me ideas of how to implement them here in my country but sure they are for the long
term.”
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“So in conclusion, the experience of being in Israel and travel and also have
teachers who can explain to me at least a bit of how businesses are run in Israel and how
the support sustems works gave me some ideas but nothing solid. I would recommend
more practical courses, with real case examples. You have lots of very interesting
companies created and what we are most curious (I think) is how the inspiration and
motivation and how the manage to pull up their business. I think the opportunity of being
able to go somewhere else its mind and eye opening opportunity, so one of the things I
would have loved to learn about is of the greenhouses and its technologies so I could be
able to import, develop or apply something similar in my country.”
Respondent # 11
“The knowledge gained during the course has assisted in the sense that the
Government of [my country] is about to implement a [program name] through the
Ministry of X where I work. Main activities to be undertaken under this fund are training
in vocational and technical skills as well as provision of business advisory services to
entrepreneurs. This being the case the Ministry in collaboration with other stakeholders is
currently developing modalities on how best to deliver support services. I shared my
knowledge of the operations of the MATIs [Israeli Small Business Development Centers]
there in Israel and people feel it’s a good model which could be modified to fit our
situation.”
“The Government of [my country] established an institution called X Enterprise
Development Institute to promote the development of small and medium enterprises. The
institution has embarked on a project to establish Business development Centers similar
to the MATIs in Israel. I was privileged to be invited to their planning meetings to
enhance the operations of these centers. I shared with them some of the activities that
these centers could be doing borrowing from the operations of the MATIs.”
“What I could have appreciated is a detailed training in specific areas as Business
Proposal Writing/business plan, Business analysis, pricing, costing, cash flow analysis,
basic business record keeping, financial management or general management of a
business. I would seek further support in this because the Ministry requires master
trainers in this area if the Youth Enterprise Development fund is to be successful.”
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Gender Course:
Respondent #16
After returning me have appointed on the position of the manager of the `X `
project, in whom I undoubtedly use skills which has received at you: easy communication
with people, facilitation of the processes, planning trainings and others...and of course,
important thing for me is the new contacts with new friends and colleagues from other
countries of the world. “
“One of my responsibilities is the planning training courses for interweavers.
After returning from Israel with new knowledge and new useful skills this process is
easily for me.”
“This book [UNHABITAT sourcebook] contains much useful information and
examples for trainers and I use them very often during my recent work:-situation tasks,
tactical scheme, Some Examples of Capacity-Building Workshops, What Qualities are
Necessary for Good Municipal Leadership, and etceteras”
“The decision of gender questions remains till now a mental problem in our
country. Us, women respect, listen, but do not perceive seriously. Gender questions
meanwhile interest women and female organization. That’s way we need the time for
make really serious decision concerning, for ex. quotas ...and so on”
“Situation in [my country], slightly another, than in this country. It would be good
to study examples from the were former Soviet Union`s countries.”
I often use which handouts you prepared for us, CD and I must mention than
source book is book for reference for me.
“As my opinion, It would be better, if in the future you have more mixed group
than there was we with four men. Gender issues must be well – known for both: for
men and women. Also, I wish that part for mass media will be longer. One day for media
communications really is not enough.”
Respondent #21
a. Since attending the course I have used to knowledge gained to do quite much at
my work. One of the things I did on getting back was to have a facilitated
discussion with colleagues who were much excited to get the notes and fresh
information on gender governance.
b. I have also shared this with two local authorities and put a proposal to have a
training session with elected counselors and chief officers in areas of gender
mainstreaming following on agreed quarters nationally.

160

Table 5.4: Con't
c. I have facilitated at 2 meetings of NGOs that take forward Gender Equality and
their main agenda was to find ways of lobbying the government and local
authorities on implementing the gender quarters i.e. at least one third in all levels
of employment. I have been elected to the Board of one of the NGOs to help
them in articulating their gender work – I feel privileged and hope to do my best
to help.
d. In November, our organization through the community programs I managed,
worked with other organizations to observe the 16 days of campaign – saying no
to violence against women. The lobby meetings took many dimensions and were
well taken. It was something with a difference this time around and everyone felt
we reached many people and hope the message too.
e. I have just submitted a sports initiative to my organization that will run parallel
to a community citizens’ programme that I manage. This initiative is meant to
work with young people to embed gender equality from the grassroots. This
community happens to have challenges in this area as it is male dominated and
women and girls carry the burden of most of the work that goes into keeping the
family together. I am exited about this initiative as it has attracted interest from
agencies that could just help in keeping it sustainable and hopefully duplicated in
other communities. I am so exited at this prospect.
f. I am in charge of Equal Opportunity and Diversity in my organization, and this
learning has enabled me to come up with new experiences and areas of work and
helped in my scorecard. I have many more examples of achievements this year to
report on.”
“I have used this knowledge with colleagues at work and have added value to
training content that we are using and this is encouraging because it shows me this
information is well received.”
“It is my passion to work in the gender equality area and I have had the chance to
use these skills in the field as I am in charge of community capacity building and I use
much of the skills in this area.”
“I have just developed a new proposal for a sports initiative to help in getting
gender mainstreaming and accepted from the grassroots. This has been well received by
my organization and an organization has expressed the interest to work jointly with me
and fund part of the way.”
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The detailed nature of responses stands in sharp contrast to the dissertation
author's experience with a level three questionnaire distributed the 2008 World Bank
Independent Evaluation Group study of World Bank-financed training results.

As

detailed in Chapter Two, questionnaires were administered in face-to-face interviews
with 548 former training participants from six developing countries worldwide six
months to two years after course completion. Interviewers asked participants to rate the
extent to which the World Bank-financed course which they had attended had changed
the way they do their work and then probed for details on the way their work had
changed. Only one out of six of respondents who stated that training had led to changes
in the way they did their work gave specific examples when probed (IEG, 2008: 15).
To what extent did participant ratings of individual goals give course
organizers a richer picture of course results than is normally obtained through the
standardized questionnaires generally used in MCTC courses?
Both course organizers found the system of having participants select individual
learning and training use goals to give them a substantially richer picture of participant
needs and expectations and of course results.

According to the course organizers,

selection of individual goals enabled them to understand the areas of learning and use that
were most important to each individual trainee, making it possible for them to see, inter
alia, how differences in country contexts and type of work affected the needs and
expectations of training participants, and the benefits accrued to individual participants
through training.
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Variation between ratings was also identified by the researcher as a partial
indicator of the thoughtfulness of participants' responses, and of the utility of information
gathered (Fowler, 1995). Where participants gave different ratings to each of their
learning and training use goals, it was possible to see which topics participants found to
be particularly informative, and which acquired knowledge/skills were most useful to
them on the job. Variation between each participant's ratings of achievement of their
individual use or learning goals was seen as one indication of response credibility.
Where participants awarded lower ratings to some goals than to others, this was viewed
as evidence that participants had answered the questionnaire at least somewhat
thoughtfully, and had not given uniformly high marks as from gratitude or a desire to
secure further training funding. Conversely, while variation in ratings given was viewed
as partial evidence of credibility of responses, lack of variation could not be seen as
evidence of lack of credibility of ratings, as the lack of variation might be a reflection of
participants' belief that all goals were achieved to the same extent.
In the end-of course questionnaire on learning goals, 9 of the 16 respondents in
the Microfinance course who listed more than one learning goal awarded different ratings
for their goals, of which one third had gaps of more than one rating point (for example,
one goal rated 4 and another 2). In the Gender course, of the 17 respondents that listed
more than one learning goal, 13 did not give the same score to each of the goals listed, of
which two varied by at least two ratings points. Similarly, in the post-course
questionnaire, when asked whether they were able to effectively use knowledge and skills
they acquired, seven of the eleven respondents from the Microfinance course rated use of
different individual goals differently, in five cases with a gap of two or more ratings
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points between individual goals. Eight of the ten Gender course respondents varied
ratings of use goals by at least one point, and three of these by at least two points.
How were responses influenced by their non-anonymity of questionnaires?
One of the concerns in administering the three-phase evaluation protocol was the
effect that the non-anonymity of questionnaires would have on the willingness of
respondents to answer questions frankly and honestly. While there is no way to gauge
the actual impact of non-anonymity, the following observations were made by the
researcher: Participants were given the option in the end of course and post-course
questionnaires of asking that their responses not be shared with course staff in their name.
Of all respondents, only one chose this option. Moreover, all respondents were reminded
at the beginning of each phase of the evaluation that their responses could not be
submitted anonymously, and were informed that they had the right to opt out of
participating in the three-phase evaluation field test, if they were not comfortable with the
non-anonymous element of the evaluation. None chose to opt out on this basis.
In addition, the anonymous, computerized level one questionnaire administered at
the end of the Microfinance course in addition to the personal benchmark questionnaire
revealed similar scores.

While the rating scale was different in the anonymous

questionnaire than in the non-anonymous field test questionnaire (a five point scale rather
than a four point scale), and thus ratings were not directly comparable, both yielded
similar results. In other words, higher ratings were not awarded by participants to the
course in the non-anonymous questionnaires than in the anonymous ones. Finally, all
respondents offered criticism and suggestions for improvement in the end of course and
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post-course questionnaires, suggesting that they were comfortable providing criticism
even in a non-anonymous format. That being said, it is undeniable that non-anonymity
can potentially reduce the credibility of responses. One way to mitigate this risk could be
to administer the entire evaluation protocol by computer, giving each participant a
numeric login code to access previous phases of the evaluation. However, this is only a
partial solution as the open-ended elements of the evaluation could be used relatively
easily in many cases to identify participants.
To what extent did organizers of the two field-study courses use the
information generated by the pre-course assessments to help shape training
content?
As noted in the analysis of question two, course organizers found pre-course
information to be only somewhat useful in shaping course content. This was primarily
because pre-course questionnaires were administered on the first day of course when they
had limited time to review responses, and when it was too late to make significant
modifications to course content. Both organizers were of the opinion, however, that had
pre-course questionnaires been administered as part of the application process, the
information received would have helped inform them of the specific needs and
expectations of course participants which could have been used to shape course content.
Where course content did not cover subject matters listed by participants
among their individual learning goals, is this reflected in participant ratings of
achievement of learning goals by a low participating rating or selection of the “not
applicable” option?
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Course organizers were asked to review participant ratings of their individual
learning goals to see whether in each case where the learning goal referred to material not
covered in the course, the participants either chose the lowest rating option offered
(course met learning needs "not at all") or opted for "not applicable".

Both course

organizers reported that in all cases where material was not covered in the course,
participants chose "not applicable" or "not at all". In total, two ratings of “not applicable”
were given by participants in the Microenterprises course regarding fulfillment of
individual learning goals and two ratings of one ("The course did not fulfill my needs at
all."). In the case of the Gender course, one participant chose the "not at all" option for
one of his or her learning goals.

According to the course organizers, low scores

correlated with material not covered in the course and there were no cases in which
participants gave high ratings on topics not covered in the course. Overall, the low
number of "not available" or "not at all" ratings may be attributable to the fact that precourse questionnaires were administered immediately after course organizers reviewed
the course program with participants, so that their expectations were in line with course
content.

Had the pre-course questionnaire been distributed as part of the course

application process, it is possible that a greater number of individual learning goals cited
by participants would have been not relevant to course content.

The correspondence of

non-applicable ratings with topics not taught in the curriculum, was viewed as a partial
indication of the credibility of responses.
Were response rates for the post-course evaluation questionnaires
substantially higher than those of level three questionnaires administered to former
MCTC course participants in the past?
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Response rates for post-course questionnaires for both courses were above 50% significantly higher than response rates to previous post-course electronic questionnaires
that had been administered to former MCTC training participants, which have in the past
been approximately 15% to 20%. In the Microfinance course, of the 18 training
participants who had completed the end-of course questionnaire, it was possible to send
questionnaires to 15. The email addresses of the other three candidates were incorrect.
Of the 15 with valid email addresses, 11 responded, for a total response rate of 73%. In
order to best simulate common practice in course evaluations, the researcher only sent out
one reminder to participants who did not respond to the first request to fill out the post
course questionnaire, and did not make follow-up telephone calls to participants to verify
their email addresses.
The Gender course had a lower response rate than the Microfinance course,
although still above 50%. Specifically, of the 20 people who filled out the end of course
questionnaire, only one did not receive a request to fill out a post-questionnaire due to
lack of a correct email address. Of the 19 who were sent out the post-course
questionnaire, 10 responded, for a response rate of 53%. The discrepancy between
response rates of the two courses may be attributable to the fact that the researcher was
present in most of the sessions for the Microfinance course, but only in the sessions
where questionnaires were distributed to participants in the Gender course. This may
have fostered greater trust in and goodwill toward the researcher which may have, in turn,
affected response rates.
To what extent did post-course evaluations provide a rich picture of how
participant transfer of training was affected by their workplace environment?
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In total, in participants’ awarded a low score (1-3) to 15 individual training use
goals in response to the question "I have been able to effectively use the knowledge and
skills I acquired". Of these 15 low scores for individual training use goals, in 13 cases
participants cited specific obstacles to implementation of learning. In all of these 13
cases it was possible to understand the primary obstacles to implementation through low
scores (1-3) given to close-ended questions on specific obstacles (specifically: adequacy
of skills received in the course, support of managers, support of colleagues and
availability of sufficient funds/resources/equipment). In addition, in eight of these 13
circumstances, participants described in open-ended responses the specific obstacles they
were facing to implementation of training. Some of these obstacles are evident in the
examples of participant responses given above.

Summary
This chapter presented the conduct and the analysis of the field test. It found that
the personal benchmark system had certain demonstrable advantages over standard
training evaluation methods, as outlined in previous chapters. Advantages included the
depth and length of participant open-ended responses, higher response rates, information
on how workplace training obstacles affected training transfer of specific use goals, and
the high degree of variation between participant ratings of various learning and training
use goals. In addition, the field test identified several areas for further refinement of the
model, including computerization of the forms and distribution of the pre-course
questionnaire as part of the course application process, in order to provide the opportunity
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to supervisors to give input and to course organizers to take into account participant
needs in course organization and participant selection. The next section will now review
these findings in the overall context of the dissertation research, linking them to the
evaluation needs identified in the DTI interviews and the literature review, and analyzing
them according to the three quality criteria of utility, feasibility and credibility identified
in Chapter Two.
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Chapter Six: Discussion and Conclusions
Introduction
This chapter will discuss the findings of the research, analyzing the extent to
which the personal benchmark evaluation system successfully addresses the training
evaluation needs and challenges identified in the literature review and DTI interviews,
and identifying areas for further research.

As noted in Chapter Two, the personal

benchmark evaluation system was designed to improve the utility, feasibility and
credibility of training evaluation through use of participatory methods whereby the
training participant was asked to set his or her own learning and training use goals and
then to rate achievement of those goals accordingly. The following analysis will revisit
these three quality criteria. It will look at each of the evaluation shortcomings identified
in the literature review and DTI interviews and listed Tables 2.1 and 4.1, analyzing the
extent to which the personal benchmark system successfully addressed the shortcomings
of standard practice.

In addition, recommendations will be made for potential

improvements to the model and further research.

Utility
As presented in Table 4.1, the following evaluation utility needs had been
identified in the literature review and DTI interviews:
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1. Improved needs assessment as the basis for program planning, based on
greater beneficiary ownership of the assessment process (Brown and Gerhardt,
2002; Brinkerhoff, 2006).
2. Greater measurement of workplace environment factors contributing to
training success (Brown and Gerhardt 2002; Brown and Reed 2002; Holton
1996; and Brinkerhoff 1988, 2006).
3. Increased variation in question responses on training quality in order to
provide richer information on training results (Fowler 1995).
4. Reinforced

partnership

between

management,

trainers

and

training

participants in order to ensure that actual organizational needs are addressed
and to improve training results by ensuring that participants receive support
from their managers for implementation of learning (Brinkerhoff 2006).
Improved needs assessment.
The pre-course assessment of the personal benchmark system provided detailed
information on participants’ individual learning goals and how participants intended to
use learning in their workplaces. However, the utility of this information for course
organizers was limited due to the timing of questionnaire administration. As noted
above, in order to enable course organizers to take into account individual needs and
preferences of participants in the course program, course organizers would have preferred
to receive information several weeks before the course started. This could have been
feasibly done if the first questionnaire was distributed as part of the course application
process rather than on the first day of the course.
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A second advantage to early

administration of the questionnaires is that they could be used by training institutes to aid
in participant selection.
One possible drawback to early administration of pre-course questionnaires is that
individual course goals as formulated by participants might include many more goals that
are not relevant to course content.

In the field test, the first questionnaire was

administered immediately following course organizer presentations of course content in
order to ensure that participant individual learning goal selections would be relevant to
course content.

Further testing of the model, with early administration of the first

questionnaire, would be necessary in order to determine how goal formulation would be
influenced by pre-course administration of questionnaires.

In addition, pre-course

administration of the first questionnaire may not be feasible in some courses where
participants are nominated by dispatching organizations and there is no pre-course
application process.
Greater measurement of workplace environment factors.
As noted in the field test analysis above, the post-course questionnaire provided
rich information on how workplace environment factors affect learning.

As Foxon

(1993) points out, this information can be used by training institutes to provide
classroom-based support for problems encountered in implementation (such as including
change management workshops in courses aimed at introducing significant change);
modify participant selection strategies (such as training a critical mass of persons from
each organization where lack of support of colleagues has been an obstacle to
implementation, or only accepting to the course participants whose workplaces have
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committed to making available the necessary resources for implementation); or partner
with other donors to provide associated capacity support such as equipment purchase,
technical assistance or policy support.
Greater variation on quantitative scores.
Course organizers were able to use quantitative scores on end-of-course and postcourse questionnaires in order to get a better sense of the extent to which various course
modules were useful to participants. However, in order to fully take advantage of this
measure, it would be helpful to better quantify this variation. The field test generated
average scores for various questions by first averaging between participant responses for
each question and then calculating an average score for all participants for the question.
In this manner, an average score for course learning was calculated from the end-ofcourse questionnaire and for course utility from the post-course questionnaire. Another
possibility for quantitative analysis of scores would be to generate a separate quantitative
score for each topic area. This would necessitate asking course organizers to review
responses and sort them in a matrix according to course topic categories. In this way,
average scores could be calculated for each course topic. In addition, by simply counting
how many participants cited various training use goals in the post-course questionniare, it
would be possible to learn how successful the course was at achieving various learning
aims. For example, if many course participants cited one particular course aspect as
being particularly useful, and none cited another aspect of the course, this information
could be used to determine which course units are most useful. This indirect method of
measuring course utility might provide more credible information on the utility of various
course units than closed-ended questions which list various course units and ask
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participants to rate their utility. Further field testing would be needed, however, to
establish whether this is actually the case.
Increased partnership between course organizers, course participants and
their workplace managers.
As cited in the literature review, there is much evidence indicating that courses
can be made more relevant and effective by better involving course participants and their
managers in both planning and evaluation of training (Brinkerhoff and Apking 2006;
Brinkerhoff and Montesino 1996; Dubin et al 1974; Georgenson, 1982; Gill 1989;
Hamblin 1974; Tannenbaum 1997). The personal benchmark system tries to enhance
participant feelings of ownership of the needs assessment and evaluation process by
engaging course participants in the formulation of course learning and workplace use
aims. However, the model, as field tested, did not involve the managers of training
participants. In future applications of the system, managers could be included in the
system by administering the first questionnaire as part of the application process, rather
than on the first day of the course, and asking participants’ superiors to provide input on
learning goals. In addition, in the post-course questionnaire, supervisors could be asked
to rate the extent to which participants succeeded in using material acquired or to provide
their own comments on the course’s workplace outcomes. Further research is necessary,
however, to determine how feasible it would be to ask for supervisor input and how this
might affect the credibility of participant responses. Specifically, there is no way of
determining whether supervisors would actually be the ones to complete questionnaires
and it is uncertain whether supervisors would be willing to devote time to meaningfully
engage in the needs assessment and evaluation process.
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Moreover, participants might

be more reluctant to provide candid answers to questions on training use if their
supervisors would be reading responses.

Feasibility
As noted in Table 4.1, the literature review and DTI interviews identified the need
for more feasible methods of evaluation, particularly on course outcomes (level three). In
particular, DTIs cited the issue of low response rates and lack of varied, in-depth
information generated by level three questionnaires distributed electronically, on the one
hand, and the cost infeasibility of any distribution method other than e-survey, on the
other. Thus, the personal benchmark system endeavored to use participatory methods in
order to raise evaluation response rates and the richness of data collected while
maintaining the cost-feasible method of electronic questionnaires for level three data
collection.
The personal benchmark system as field tested did successfully and substantially
raise response rates from former level three questionnaires administered by the same
training institute and generated particularly in-depth participant responses on application
of training in the workplace. However, further field testing would be necessary in order
to both ensure that this rise in response rates is attributable to the participatory nature of
three-phase evaluation method and would be replicable in other contexts.
The variation between response rates of the two field tested courses suggests that
factors other than just the three phase evaluation method might have influenced response
rates. As noted above, substantially higher response rates on the Microfinance course
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(73% as compared to 53% in the Gender course) could have been at least partly
attributable to the fact that the researcher attended part of the sessions of the
Microfinance course, whereas in the case of the Gender course, she only was present in
the course in order to administer the pre-course and end-of-course questionnaires. This
possibility may be in keeping with the observation made by several of the DTI
representatives interviewed that participants are generally more willing to engage in an
evaluative process post-course where they have maintained some form of contact with
DTIs or individual trainers post-course. Where participants feel a greater personal
connection with trainers or training institutes, they may be more willing to provide
feedback. In addition, response rates might have been influenced by the fact that
participants were informed in advance, during the course itself, that they would be
receive a post-course evaluation several months after course completion, or by the fact
that these questionnaires were distributed less than four months after course completion.
In previous post-course surveys done by the MCTC, over a year had elapsed between
course completion and distribution of level three questionnaires and participants had not
been informed at courses that they would receive these questionnaires. Further research
is needed to determine the factors contributing to higher response rates and to determine
replicability in other contexts.

Credibility
As noted in Chapter Three, the personal benchmark evaluation system only
endeavored to measure participant perceptions of training results, and not to empirically
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measure actual learning and participant behavior change. As a result, accuracy was
replaced by Lincoln and Guba’s category of credibility (Fowler, 1995; Lincoln & Guba,
1989).

In doing so, the author acknowledges that participant perceptions are not

necessarily an accurate measure of actual results. However, the personal benchmark
system is intended to address the fact that most training institutes do not have adequate
resources to do more empirical methods of testing such as pre- and post- tests of learning,
observation of participant workplace performance pre- and post-course or measurement
of quantitative indicators of performance.

As a result, credible and detailed

representation of participant perceptions was chosen as a less desirable but far more
feasible aim for training evaluation.
In keeping with this logic, table 4.1 documented the need for more use of postcourse questionnaires in order to move away from the common practice of interpreting
end-of course (level one) questions on training usefulness of training as a proxy indicator
of whether training actually was useful to trainees upon return to their workplaces. The
personal benchmark system, by mandating post-course evaluations for all courses,
improves DTI access to information on actual training use, as perceived by respondents.
In addition, the personal benchmark system was successful in eliciting detailed
descriptions of training use.
Collecting input from participant supervisors might further enhance understanding
of course results. The extent to which this would provide a different perspective from
that of participants, and thus enhance credibility of information gathered, however, would
need to be tested. It is also difficult to establish empirically how credibly participant
responses reflected their actual attitudes toward course results. In particular, due to the
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non-anonymity of responses, and the fact that most course participants benefitted from a
free trip to Israel, it is possible that participants might been reluctant to fully express
criticisms of the course.
Three indicators would suggest, however, that responses were at least somewhat
credible. First, the variation in participant ratings on learning and training use indicates
that participants did give low scores to individual goals that were less fully achieved in
the course. In addition, the fact that all participants who had formulated learning goals
that were not actually covered in the course had rated these goals as not applicable
suggests that participants chose ratings in a thoughtful manner, that was reflective of their
actual experiences. Third, the three-phase evaluation method lends itself to a number of
indirect methods for measuring course achievements, particularly in the post-course
questionnaire. For example, as noted above, by counting the number of participants who
cited various course subjects as having been particularly useful to them, it may be
possible to develop an understanding of course strengths and weaknesses. Similarly,
even where high ratings were given to course utility, where they were accompanied by
low ratings on environmental factors affecting training transfer such as manager support
or available resources for implementation of training, it could be possible to learn about
the application and, hence, usefulness of training in the workplace. Finally, the heavy
reliance on open-ended responses and the rich content of these responses in the field test,
enhances the depth of data on participant’s experience of training.

Contributions
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This dissertation, through both the literature review and the DTI interviews, has
contributed to the literature a better understanding both of shortcomings in presently used
methods of training evaluation and DTI needs for improved evaluative data.

The

personal benchmark system provides possible solutions to many of the identified needs
and shortcomings, and as such has contributed to the range of evaluation methods
available to DTIs. In that manner, it facilitates and supports good capacity development
practice in international development contexts. Chapter One’s review of studies on
capacity development practice noted five significant shortcomings in present practice:
1. Lack of sufficient needs assessment.
2. Lack of integrated, long-term, multi-level interventions addressing the full
range of human, organizational and capacity constraints affecting
achievement of organizational goals.
3. Need for greater beneficiary ownership of capacity development
interventions.
4. Need for more long-term interventions.
5. Need for better and more consistent monitoring and evaluation of
programs.
The personal benchmark system presents a feasible method for both increasing
the quality and prevalence of needs assessments and improving evaluation of program
outcomes. It does so through participatory methods that enhance beneficiary ownership
of training by asking participants to define their learning goals and choose the learning
and training use criteria by which training is evaluated and by adding a quantitative
dimension to participants’ qualitative descriptions of learning and training use.
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In

addition, the model both mandates and increases the utility and feasibility of post course
evaluations for all courses.
Post-course evaluations are designed to generate detailed information on how
participants’ workplace contexts affect implementation of training.

In doing so, these

post-course evaluations can contribute to an understanding of where organizational
capacity gaps exist that may hinder the transfer of learning to workplace practice.
noted

above,

where

post-course

evaluations

identify

common

obstacles

As
to

implementation, it may be possible to adjust learning programs to address those
obstacles. Finally, where it is not possible for training institutes to address obstacles to
training transfer through their programs or participant selection, post-course evaluations
can minimally provide an understanding of what complementary support is needed to
enable training transfer. In this way, the system may contribute to an understanding
among donors of the importance of integrating training within multi-faceted, longer term
capacity development programs which can address capacity issues through a variety of
means. In this way, greater use of post-course evaluation questionnaires that emphasize
measurement of organizational context can be used, in the long term, to help shift
attitudes towards the efficacy of stand-alone training, building awareness of the need for
different, more complex, approaches toward capacity development.

Table 6.1 now

summarizes the training evaluation needs which were first presented in Tables 2.1 and
4.1, indicating the extent to which the personal benchmark system addresses each of
these needs.
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Table 6.1 Does Personal benchmark system Address Identified Needs?

Identified Need

Improved and more
participatory
participant/target
organization/country needs
assessment as the basis for
program planning.

Improved level 3
evaluations, including
greater measurement of
workplace environment
factors contributing to
training success, because
workplace environmental
factors account for the
majority of the variance on
training success. DTIs
presently rarely administer
level three evalautions.
Evaluation questions that
provide increased variation
in responses on training
quality in order to provide
richer information on
training results. Training
institutes routinely report
that virtually all of their
courses are rated highly by
participants.

Theorized Solution
Utility
1. Inclusion of a
developmental evaluation
phase.
2. Increased beneficiary
ownership of needs
assessment. Use of
participatory needs
assessment and evaluation
methods where clients,
supervisors set goals. This
can also help improve
training results through
increasing participant
“intentionality”.
Use of post-course
evaluation forms to identify
constraints to application of
learning in the workplace.
This information can then
be used to find ways to
better support trainees in
implementation of learning
through training on related
issues like change
management and other
accompanying interventions
in the workplace.
Use of goal-free evaluation
methods to identify a range
of learning and training use
goals and achievements,
providing ratings for each.
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Personal benchmark
system
Mandates 100% use of
needs assessment based on
consultation with
participants. Field tested
model could be improved
by administering needs
assessment as part of
application process,
including supervisor
comments in needs
assessment.

Increases feasibility of
100% administration of
level three evaluations.
Level three evaluations
generate information on
how workplace context
affects training transfer.

Questionnaires generated
substantial variation on
ratings. Use of this
variation to understand
training impact can be
further exploited by
developing analytical
methods based on coding
responses and generating
quantitative measures of

different types of goals.
Reinforcing partnership
between management,
trainers and trainees in
order to ensure that actual
organizational needs are
addressed and to improve
training results by ensuring
that participants receive
support from their managers
for implementation of
learning.
Information on quality of
training processes is an
important indicator of DTI
performance. DTIs
generally satisfied with the
quality of the process
information gathered from
end of course
questionnaires and other incourse satisfaction
questionnaires.

Use of participatory needs
assessment and evaluation
methods where clients,
together with their
supervisors set personal
training goals and report on
their achievement.

Model as field tested did
not increase
supervisor/manager input.
Model may be improved by
soliciting supervisor input
on learning goals in the
needs assessment phase
and, possibly, also in the
post-course evaluation
phase.

Continued use of level ones
to gather information on the
quality of training
processes.

Personal benchmark system
did not gather process
information, but was used
alongside the MCTC’s
standard level-one
questionnaires, which,
unlike the personal
benchmark system’s postcourse questionnaires, were
administered anonymously.

Feasibility
To be feasible, evaluation
should be done primarily
through written
questionnaires.

To be feasible, evaluations
should be inexpensive,
relatively non- timeconsuming evaluation
methodologies that take into
account training providers’
lack of time and resources
to evaluate training’s
workplace outcomes and
impact.
Improved response rates
Participatory methods may
needed.
be used to raise response
rates.
Credibility
Better predictors of
More focus on level three
participant use of learning
evaluations. Use of
in the workplace needed.
participatory methods of
Level one and level two
training evaluation to
evaluations are inaccurate
increase thoughtfulness of
predictors. Level three
participant responses and
(behaviour change)
“ownership” of evaluation
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Personal benchmark system
administered entirely
through inexpensive written
questionnaires.
Computerization could
improve time feasibility of
the model.

Personal benchmark system
significantly raised response
rates.
Field test of personal
benchmark system provides
rich information on use of
learning in workplace.
However, further testing
would be needed to
determine the extent to

questionnaires measure
attitudes with regard to
utility rather than actual
utility, participant selfreports often inaccurate.

process.

which this information
provides an accurate picture
of actual participant use.

Thus, the personal benchmark system may improve the utility, feasibility and
credibility of training evaluation. However, adoption of the personal benchmark system
necessitates the willingness on the part of DTIs to somewhat shift their perceptions of the
nature of evaluation. Without this shift, it is unlikely that DTIs will adopt the method or
use it properly.

Specifically, only training institutes which accept the following

principles are likely to embrace the personal benchmark system:
Importance of qualitative information.
The personal benchmark system bases itself heavily on qualitative information.
Certain quantitative measures have been suggested above to enhance analysis of course
results, including calculating separate quantitative scores for different categories of
learning or training use goals cited. However, an important contribution of the method to
the learning function of evaluation is richness of information collected through openended questions. The model was particularly successful in eliciting in-depth responses.
In order to benefit from the data generated through these open-ended responses, however,
they must be read. Taining institutes that are interested primarily in basic accountability
and not in learning from their evaluations, or who downgrade the value of qualitative
information, may not be willing to devote the greater time investment necessary in order
to read in-depth responses, particularly in courses with a large number of participants.
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Importance of course organizer role in evaluation.

As noted in the DTI

interviews, some DTIs rely on separate evaluation units or independent evaluators to
administer evaluations, without involving course organizers. The personal benchmark
system, however, assumes that course organizers are active participants in the evaluation
process. The heavy reliance on open-ended responses necessitates that readers of
evaluation questionnaires have in-depth understanding of course content.

This is

particularly true to the extent that DTIs wish to develop quantitative scores by course
topic by using a matrix to sort individual goals into topic categories.

In many cases,

only course organizers are likely to have sufficient understanding of course content to be
able to complete the matrix. This, in turn, necessitates that the DTIs ensure that course
organizer workload leaves time for their engagement in evaluation.
Importance of adopting all three phases of model. Standard practice in DTIs
today is to administer end-of-course questionnaires to all course participants, but to
administer needs assessment questionnaires and post-course evaluations only selectively
if at all. In contrast, the personal benchmark system necessitates that all three phases be
administered in all courses, as each phase builds on the last.

None of the DTIs

interviewed do so today.

Training institutes would thus have to commit to changes in

practice to use the system.

The field test suggested that personal benchmark system can

be applied at minimal cost and with reasonable effort, if all three questionnaires are
administered electronically. However, as mentioned above, time investment is needed to
read and process evaluation results. Training institutes who view needs assessment and
post-course questionnaires as necessary only in a representative sample of course may not
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be willing to change their practice, regardless of the benefits documented in the course of
this dissertation.

Implications for Further Research
The personal benchmark system of training evaluation is presented here as an
exercise in “theory to research” theory building. In other words, a theoretical model of
training evaluation was developed on the basis of a literature review and DTI interviews,
after which areas for further refinement of the model were identified through two field
tests. The field tests, as noted, were not intended to validate the system or provide
generalizable evidence of its greater credibility, feasibility and/or utility, but rather, to
provide information for further assessment and refinement of the model.
With regard to validation of the system, the decision to limit the field test in this
manner was rooted in the cost and time infeasibility of comparing field test results with
empirical data on training workplace behavior outcomes.

In other words, in order to

generate evidence on actual training outcomes, it would have been necessary to actually
employ expensive methods of evaluation such as field studies involving participant
observation or sophisticated tests of performance against baselines.

These methods

would have been prohibitively costly and time-consuming in the context of this
dissertation. However, it might be feasible in other contexts, where empirical evidence of
participant workplace behavior change is being gathered, to run a parallel test of the
accuracy or credibility of participant self-assessments of change. Where empirical data
on participant behavior change is available, it would be possible to administer the
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personal benchmark system questionnaires to one group of training participants, and
standard level three questionnaires to a control group, in order to determine whether the
personal benchmark system generates more accurate information.
Moreover, there was no attempt made here to establish generalizability of the
system’s benefits to other training courses, run by other institutes, on other topics.
Instead, according to Lincoln and Guba’s alternate criterion of transferability, a better
understanding of the applicability of the system in other contexts can only be established
by further applications by training institutes who can then judge for themselves
applicability to their needs.

Broader conclusions with regard to the model’s

generalizability and value then could be drawn on the basis of accumulated experience of
training institutes that might try to apply the model.
In addition to further research on the accuracy and generalizability of the system,
further research can be used to further refine the system. The central idea of the personal
benchmark system is that of overlapping questionnaires in which participants are asked to
define for themselves learning and training use goals, and then are redistributed these
goals in a subsequent phase and asked to provide ratings on achievement of their personal
goals.

There is much room for variation, however, with regard to the application.

Different question wording and event different approaches to rating scales may be tried,
as was done in the two field test applications – one of which used a numeric scale and the
a descriptive scale (“very much” “not at all” etc). Similarly, beyond the basic structure of
the two learning goals and training use goal tables, it would be possible to experiment
further with use of other overlapping open-ended questions between phases of the
evaluation, such as the field test’s questions on country needs and context in the pre186

course and end-of course questionnaires. In the end, variations on question wording and
ratings scale, is largely a matter of the specific preferences and needs of DTIs using the
method. However, accumulated experience may also lead to clearer determinations with
regard to good practice and potential applications for the model.
Similarly, further research could be used in order to operationalize and explore
two of the recommended revisions to the model on the basis of the field test.
Specifically, the field test suggested that computerization of the model could significantly
enhance its user-friendliness and feasibility.

Moreover, the potential for using the

personal benchmark system to better involve supervisors and workplace organizations in
the training process needs to be further explored. In the conclusions of the field test, it
was suggested that supervisors be asked to approve or comment on participant’s
individual learning goals in the pre-course questionnaire. Doing so could potentially
increase supervisor involvement in the training process, with possible benefits for
increasing ownership of target organizations over the training process and building
supervisor support for and thus success of trainee transfer of training to the workplace.
However, testing would be needed to determine whether supervisors would be likely to
actually provide meaningful input to the process or would generally only “sign off” on
the forms, perhaps without even reading them. The important issue of securing greater
supervisor support for and involvement in capacity building processes involving training
is one that has been discussed at length in Chapter Two and one which deserves further
examination in any future tests of the model. Further research can also help develop new
systems of quantifying the detailed qualitative information which these evaluations
provide through various ways of coding responses and regression analysis.
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In addition, this dissertation focused on the benefits of the personal benchmark
system for achieving evaluation learning and accountability goals. However, in reality,
the system is not only an evaluation system, but also a system for supporting instructional
design and continuous improvement of course content.

Understanding the possible

benefits of personal benchmarking for these other aspects of training quality control was
beyond the scope of this dissertation.

However, it may be useful to explore these

benefits in further research.
Finally, the concept of personal benchmarking – that is evaluations whereby
quantitative scores are calculated on the basis of respondents’ personal selection of goals
and qualitative responses, is a unique concept that has not, to the knowledge of this
researcher, been applied in other concepts.

It is quite possible that personal

benchmarking may have other useful applications outside of the context of training
evaluation.

Conclusions
In sum, this dissertation has contributed to academic and practitioner literature in
two ways: first, it has deepened our understanding of current development training
institute (DTI) evaluation practice and unmet needs. Second, it has developed a new
model of training evaluation which addresses some of the most significant utility,
feasibility and credibility shortcomings of currently used models.

Further research

would be needed in order to develop a better understanding of the accuracy and
generalizability of the model. However, adoption of the model by DTIs is likely to be
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contingent not only on its success at addressing the evaluation needs cited by DTIs
themselves, but also the willingness of DTIs to adopt a different approach to their
evaluation regimes, entailing greater time investment in evaluation, greater involvement
of course organizers in evaluation, and, finally, willingness to administer needs
assessments and post-course evaluations for all courses.
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Appendix A: Summary of Development Capacity Building Studies 3

World BankIEG. Capacity
Building in
Africa, 2005.

World Bank
financed
capacity
building
activities in
Africa.

World Bank capacity
building support more
relevant than in the
past (more targeted to
institutional capacity
and building public
demand) but still
insufficiently effective
in building sustained
public sector capacity.

X

X

X

X

X

World BankIEG, Using
Training for
Capacity
Building, 2008.

World Bank
financed and
World Bank
Institute
training
activities.

Most training results in
learning but only about
half of training
succeeds in achieving
X
sustainable
organizational/institutional capacity
building

X

X

X

X

World Bank.
Building
Effective States,
Forging
Engaged

World Bank
financed
capacity
building in
Africa.

Capacity remains a
binding constraint on
development and
poverty reduction.

X

X

X

X

3

X

The final five columns of this table track the following variables:
Targeting: The extent to which capacity building interventions target specific country, organizational
and/or individual needs.
Integration: The extent to which interventions address the range of issues affecting capacity.
Long‐Term: The extent to which capacity building programs are sufficiently long‐term to build sustainable
capacity over time.
Ownership: The extent to which there is sufficient country/target institution ownership of interventions.
M&E: The extent to which adequate monitoring and evaluation is incorporated into capacity building
programs.
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Adequate country
capacity is one of the
critical missing factors
in current efforts to
meet the Millennium
Development Goals.
Significant efforts are
required to improve
CD efforts.

UNDP.
Ownership,
Leadership and
Transformation
: Can we Do
Better for
Capacity
Development?
2003

Assessment of
the use of
technical
assistance for
developing
country
capacity
building,
includes 56
case studies of
capacity
development
initiatives.

Limited success – and
sometimes downright
failure – of
development policies
in recent years due
largely to lack of
country ownership,
X
this in turn is related to
lack of country
capacity. “We can do
better for capacity
development.”

UNDP.
Capacity for
Development:
New Solutions

Assessment of
the use of
technical
assistance for

Technical cooperation
does not seem to be
triggering
transformative

M&E

General
review of
donor and
partner
country
performance
on capacity
development

Ownership

OECD-DAC.
The Challenge
of Capacity
Development:
Working
Towards Good
Practice.2006.

Long-Term

Results

Integration

Looked At

Targeting

Report

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Societies: Task
Report of the
World Bank
Force on
Capacity
Development in
Africa. 2005.
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X

processes of
developing the
knowledge,
institutions and
mobilization of society
for development.

JICA. Towards
Capacity
Development
(CD) of
Developing
Countries
Based on their
Ownership.
2006

Analysis of
JICA projects
with capacity
building goals.

ECDPM.
Capacity
development:
between
planned
interventions
and emergent
processes:
Implications for
development
cooperation.
2009

16 CD case
studies
involving
different
sectors,
objectives,
organiza-tions
and
geographic
locations.
Research
explored the
nature of
capacity,
processes of
endogenous
CD, success

Conventional
approaches to capacity
development premised
on planned
technocratic
interventions, fail to
grasp the political,
social and cultural
dimensions of change
that are intrinsic to
sustainable outcomes.
This accounts in part
for the poor record of
development
cooperation in this
field. CD must be
viewed as an
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M&E

developing
country
capacity
building.

Ownership

to Old
Problems. 2002

Long-Term

Results

Integration

Looked At

Targeting

Report

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

ADB.
Effectiveness of
ADB’s
Capacity
Development
Assistance:
How to Get
Institutions
Right. 2008

ADB CD
interventions
in Cambodia,
Nepal and the
Philippines.

ADB interventions
have mixed results,
with with no
consistent patterns of
success across

ADB. Capacity
Development in
the Pacific.
2007

Analysis by
ADB and
AusAid of CD
case studies in
the pacific
region.

sectors, countries,
regions, or time. Onetime, stand alone
advisory technical
assistance grants are
seldom an effective
tool for CD.

JAI. Evaluation Review of JAI
performance.
of the Joint
Africa
Institute: Final
Report. 2008

M&E

endogenous process.

Ownership

factors for CD
and the role of
“outsiders”.

Long-Term

Results

Integration

Looked At

Targeting

Report

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Few of the cases
studied revealed a
thorough assessment
of capacity when
planning projects.
Many cases attributed
"success" to a
relatively solid
understanding of the
local context.

Difficult to assess
performance due to
lack of available
documentation.
1. The themes and
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content of training
events appear to have
been often determined
by supply-side
considerations.
2. No monitoring and
evaluation of
activities.
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Appendix B: List of Interviewed Development Training Institutes
1. Administrative Staff College of India
2. African Institute for Capacity Development, Tanzania
3. Centre for Arab Women Training and Research, Tunisia
4. Center for Excellence in Finance, Slovenia
5. Centre for Training on Regional Integration, Uruguay
6. Geneva Centre for Democratic Control of Armed Forces, Switzerland
7. Independent National Legal Training Centre, Afghanistan
8. Institute for the Integration of Latin America and the Caribbean, Argentina
9. Institute of Rural Management, Pakistan
10. Instituto Interamericano para el Desarrollo Económico y Social, InterAmerican Development Bank, USA
11. International Development Law Organization, Italy
12. International Monetary Fund Institute, USA
13. International Program for Development Evaluation Training, Canada
14. International Training Centre of the ILO, Italy
15. INWENT - Internationale Weiterbildung und Entwicklung gGmbH, Germany
16. Joint Africa Institute, Tunisia
17. Justice Studies Centre of the Americas, Chile
18. Latin American and Caribbean Institute for Economic and Social Planning,
Chile
19. Mount Carmel Training Centre, Israel
20. World Bank Institute, USA
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Appendix C: MCTC Gender and Local Governance Course Description 4

The Golda Meir Mount Carmel International Training Center (MCTC), the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Center for International Cooperation (MASHAV), in
collaboration with the United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-HABITAT)
jointly organize a training course on Gender and Local Governance for local government
trainers and other interested parties.
The objective of the course is to strengthen gender in local government through
training of trainers. The participants will:
• Increase their understanding of why gender is important in urban planning, land
rights and housing,budgeting, economic development, media, urban environment
and climate change, violence in cities as well as other urban development,
• Recognize gender biases in local governance and obstacles to the equal
participation of women,
• Familiarize themselves with existing tools for gender and local governance
training,
• Enhance their confidence to deliver gender training to diverse groups,
• Experience concrete examples of gender roles and gender mainstreaming in
Israel during study visits.

4

Taken from MCTC course literature.
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The programme of the workshopincludes various themes relating to gender and
governance, which are approached through different methods, as for example
presentations,
sharing of experiences and learning by doing. As the course is designed as a training of
trainers event, particular emphasis is placed on group discussion and experimental
learning. The themes of the workshop include:


Introduction to Gender training



Participation of women in local government, and the role of quotas.



Women/Gender in the Israeli Society



Women and land rights/housing



Gender and Urban Planning



Gender Budgeting/Women and local government financing



Women and local economic development



Media and gender



Women and the Urban Environment/Climate Change



Violence against women/Safer cities
In addition the participants of the workshop will join two excursions: A two day

tour to Southern Israel,including the Dead Sea, a Kibbutz in the Negev and a visit to meet
Bedouin Women and a day tour to Jerusalem and Nazareth.
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Who Should Apply:
The course targets local government trainers from government affiliated training
institutes and NGOs. Anyone who provides training for elected councillors or local
government staff may apply. Gender training experience is not required. Course language
is English only.
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Appendix D: MCTC Support Systems for Microenterprises
Course Description 5
INTRODUCTION
Poverty eradication and equal opportunities for women and youth are among the United
Nations’ Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) for the 21st century.
“Governments should ensure that poverty reduction is mainstreamed into all policies,
ranging from a national macroeconomic strategy to local-level administrative actions.
Particular attention should be paid to the creation of additional opportunities for decent
work. Public investment and public institutions should endeavor to target the poor,
particularly with regard to their expenditure on education, health and infrastructure.” 6
One of the main conclusions of the UNECE International Conference on “Reducing
Barriers to Entrepreneurship and Encouraging Enterprise Development: Policy Options”
was that:“For successful enterprise development,it is crucial that the major stakeholders
cooperate closely: i.e. central and local governments, operational and would-be
entrepreneurs, enterprise associations and training centers for entrepreneurs.
Cooperation with the interested partners provides Governments with essential feedback,
helping them to establish a regulatory and institutional environment that should create

5

Taken from MCTC course materials.
“The Millennium Development Goals Report ,Sha Zukang , Under‐Secretary‐General for Economic and
Social Affairs, United Nations, 2008

6
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incentives for entrepreneurship, thus encouraging technological change and promoting
local economic development.” 7
In this context, the current international workshop on “Support Systems for
Microenterprises” is being conducted by MCTC as part of a long term agreement
between YABT and MASHAV.
This workshop addresses one of the key issues related to poverty alleviation by
encouraging entrepreneurship.

Micro and small enterprises are acknowledged as

important tools to create new opportunities and to generate additional sources of income.
There is a recognized need for support tools and support systems that can give a holistic
package to a young person who either wants, or- in these times of economic crisis - is
forced, to find some alternative income by starting his or her own business.
Micro-enterprises are more flexible and adaptable to rapid changes than bigger
companies. However, small-scale entrepreneurs, especially at the early stages, often lack
the necessary information and tools needed for running their businesses. They are also in
need of updated data about the market and about the threats and opportunities around
them. Planners have to become aware of the need to enhance knowledge and managerial
skills to ensure the success and survival of new small business ventures and of the
importance of creating appropriate frameworks that can offer support, guidance and
managerial tools to those willing to take the risk of entrepreneurship.

7

”Developing Entrepreneurship in the UNECE Region, Country Experience in Reducing Barriers to
Enterprise Development, ,United Nations, New York and Geneva,2008,p.54
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Israel has been engaged in supporting small businesses for more than two decades now.
The Small Business Development Centers (SBDCs) and Technological Incubators are
professional centers that provide a wide range of services to entrepreneurs and business
owners.
The Golda Meir Mount Carmel International Training Center (MCTC) has been sharing
the Israeli experience with participants from all over the world and has successfully
cooperated in entrepreneurial training and in the establishment of business support
centers in former participants’ countries. It is within this framework that the present
international workshop is offered.
OBJECTIVES
Upon completion of the workshop, the participants will have:


widened their knowledge of support systems for small-scale
entrepreneurs as a tool for regional and local development



become acquainted with the support systems for micro and small
entrepreneurship in Israel including technological incubators



discussed the position of young and older entrepreneurs at times of
global economic crisis

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS
The workshop is designed for 26 – 30 participants, including individual entrepreneurs,
representatives of governmental institutions and SME support agencies, NGOs dealing
with small business support and development and women’s business associations, as well
as employees and others recommended by international organizations such as
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UNECA,UNDP,UN-HABITAT,ECOWAS,ILO,ICA,IDB,CABEI,ADB,ILO,

other

entities within the OAS and national and international funds dealing with entrepreneurial
development.
Preference will be given to candidates recommended by the YABT.
Candidates are expected to have relevant qualifications in economics, business
administration, regional planning, industrial management or related subjects, with a
minimum of five years of work experience. Candidates working in rural areas and in
remote regions of a country are encouraged to apply.
The program of the workshop will stress the interrelation in this field between
government workers and small scale entrepreneurs. A maximum of 5 participants will be
accepted from each country representing a balance between the number of applicants
accepted from government institutions and the private sector.
WORKSHOP PROCEDURE
Participants will reside at MCTC and the studies will be intensive. Five days a week are
normally devoted to classroom study and observation visits. Saturdays and Sundays will
be spent on assignments or on excursions to places of historical, religious or general
interest. The themes will be presented in the form of lectures and workshops, by
experienced lecturers from both the academic world and the private and institutional
sectors. A special practical module on organizing and running a business will be part of
the program. The workshop will be held in English; translation will be used when
necessary.
PROGRAM OF STUDIES
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Support systems in Israel



Microcredit schemes



Marketing strategies for small businesses



Entrepreneurial Training – Business Laboratories



Information and communication technologies (ICTs) and new opportunities for
young entrepreneurs; the Internet as a source of information and advice



Business networking



Preparation of a project proposal

Study Visits
Participants will have the opportunity to meet Israeli microentrepreneurs in different
settings and to visit development centers and other institutions involved in supporting
microenterprise development.
Among them:


Small Business Development Centers



Technological Incubators



The Tefen Industrial Park

Exchange of Professional Experiences
An important aspect of the Workshop is the exchange of experiences among its
participants and several sessions will be devoted to this purpose. The rich knowledge
brought by the students from different countries is a very valuable contribution both to
the proceedings and to the future development of their peers’.
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Final Assignment
At the end of the Workshop, participants will present to the plenum a practical project
proposal or innovative idea related to the subject matter that could be implemented in their
own settings.
CERTIFICATE
Upon completion of the Workshop the graduates will receive a certificate confirming
their attendance and active participation.
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Appendix E: Results of DTI Interviews 8
DTI

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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x x

x

x

x

x

9

x

3
0
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supervisor
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x x
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x x

x x

x

x

6
2
0
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x

Pre-test

x

2
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0

Improve

0

Level 1

x x x x x x x x x x

x

x

x x

x

x

x

Utility

x x x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x x

x

Improve
Level 2

x

Utility

x
x

x
x

Level 3

x

x x x

Utility

x

x

Improve

x x x x x

x

x

20
12
2

x

3

x

2
3

x

x

7
2

x

x x

x

x

x

Level 4

8

x

x

x

x

Improve

x

Letters were randomly assigned to training institutes in order to protect anonymity of responses.
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11
1

0

Utility
Improve

x x

Post-course
formal
supervisor
consultation

x

x

x

x

x

6

x

2
0

Utility

x

Improve

x

x

3

Informal Planning and Evaluation Mechanisms
Informal
Level 2

x

x

x

x

x

5

x

Utility

1
0

Improve
Informal
post-course
participant
feedback

x

x

x

x

x

Utility

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Improve
Post-course
informal
supervisor
consultation

x

x
x

x

x

8
6
4

x

1

Utility

0

Improve

0

Country/
Institutionwide
coordinator
input
Course
Coordinator
feedback
In-course
case studies

x x x

x
x x

x

x

x
x

x

5

x
x

x

Evaluation Administration

234

3
x

7
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evaluation
budget

x x

x

Separate
eval. unit

x

x

x

x

x

6
x

External
evaluator

x

x

x

x

Evaluation
by course
staff

x x x x

x

x

x

4

x

5

x x

8

Evaluation Constraints

x

Money
Too much
info/hard to
process

x

x

x

x

x

Low
response
rate

x

Low DTI
support

x

x

Data
accuracy

x x

x

x x
x

x

5

2

x

x

Time
Lack of
know-how

x

2
x

3

x

3
x

5

x

3

Table Key
Formal Planning and Evaluation Mechanisms:
Utility: This form of evaluation was cited as useful by respondents in response to
question 2, 5, 9, 10 or 14 of the DTI survey.
Improve: This form of evaluation was cited in question 11 or 13 of the DTI
survey as one which the DTI does not presently employ but would like to employ
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in the future or one which the DTI employs but would like to improve or extend
its application.
Pre-course participant consultation: DTIs ask participants, as part of their
formal needs assessment or application process to submit information prior to
attending the course on their work environments, needs and expectations from the
course or other information that can be used to shape course content (question 3).
Pre-course supervisor consultation: DTIs contact participants' work supervisors
or organizations before the course to ask about needs or expectations from course
(question 4).
Pre-test: Participants complete knowledge tests either prior to or at the beginning
of the course.
Level 1: End-of-course participant satisfaction questionnaires and/or feedback
(question 8).
Level 2: End-of-course tests of participant learning (question 8).
Level 3: Post-course assessment of participant workplace use of training
(question 8).
Level 4: Post-course assessment of impact of training on the capacity of
participants' workplace organizations (question 8).
Post-course formal supervisor consultation: As part of its evaluation regime,
DTI contacts participants' work supervisors or organizations after the course to
ask about the usefulness of course content or to provide guidance (question 4).
Informal Planning and Evaluation Mechanisms:
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Informal Level 2: Measurement of learning through mechanisms other than tests,
such as class projects and presentations (question 8, 10).
Informal post-course participant feedback: Information on course or postcourse use of learning gathered through contacts with participants not specifically
for the purposes of evaluation, such as alumni networks or ad-hoc phone calls
(question 8, 10).
Post-course informal supervisor consultation: Information on post-course use
of learning through contacts with supervisors not specifically for the purpose of
evaluation, such as ongoing dialogue with beneficiary organizations (question 8,
10).
Country/institution-wide coordinator input: Information on course content
gathered through consultations with DTI country coordinators or other local
institutional representatives not directly in contact with course participants
(question 8, 10).
Course coordinator feedback: Information on course based on assessment of
course coordinator, including through informal conversations with participants
(question 8, 10).
In-course case studies: Information on participant needs and workplace context
gathered through participant presentations of case studies from their own contexts
(question 8, 10).
Evaluation Administration:
Separate evaluation budget: DTIs explicitly earmark part of their course or
institution budgets to evaluation (question 7).
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Separate evaluation unit: DTI has a separate evaluation unit responsible for
administering evaluations and/or processing evaluative data (question 6).
External evaluator: DTIs use an independent evaluator, external to the DTI to do
periodic evaluations of courses and/or workplace outcomes or impact of training
(question 6, 8).
Evaluation by course staff: Course staff are responsible for administering
evaluation (question 6).
Evaluation Constraints(question 11, 13): Constraints cited by respondents to making
desired improvements to their evaluation regime.
Money: insufficient budgets for evaluation.
Too much information/hard to process: amount of evaluative data received is
difficult for the DTI to process in a way that it can be useful for learning and
accountability.
Low response rate: level three and/or four evaluation questionnaires do not get
sufficiently high response rates to be seen as representative.
Low DTI support: Management and/or staff of DTI do not value evaluation or
see the benefit in making improvements.
Time: DTI staff does not have the time to do more extensive evaluation.
Lack of know-how: DTIs believe themselves to be lacking in sufficient
evaluative expertise or tools to make desired improvements to evaluation system.
Data accuracy: DTIs suspect data collected through evaluation mechanisms to
inaccurately represent participants' experiences and training outcomes or impact.
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Appendix F: Gender Course Pre- and End-of Course Questionnaires 9
International Workshop on Gender and Local Governance
September 1-15,2009
Introductory Questionnaire

Welcome to the MASHAV/MCTC-UN-Habitat workshop on Gender and
Local Governance. We would like to ask you to fill out this brief questionnaire. We
will use this information to better understand your expectations of the workshop, to
adapt - where possible - the workshop to your specific needs, and to track whether
the workshop is meeting these expectations. At the end of the workshop, you will be
presented with the goals you have formulated for yourself here and will be asked to
provide feedback on whether the workshop met your expectations. In order to
make this possible, you have been asked here to provide your name. Your
responses, however, will be kept confidential and will only be seen by MCTC/UNHabitat staff. Thank you for your help and we wish you a successful and enjoyable
course!

Name________________________________
Organization/Position______________________________________________________
______

1. In your opinion, what are the three main challenges to gender mainstreaming in your
country today?
a.
b.
c.

9

All questionnaires have been condensed from the originally disctributed questionnaires to fit the page.
Original questionnaires left more space for responses.
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Name_____________________________
Please share with us your personal goals for the course. 10
What knowledge,
skills, or other
benefits would you
most like to gain
from the course?
Please be as
specific as
possible. You may
list up to three
goals.

Goal 1:

For each of the
goals listed above,
how do you expect
to use what you
have gained here
once you have
returned to your
workplace?

Now that you have
completed the
course, please
review the goals
you set for
yourself. For each
goal, please circle
the response which
best represents the
extent to which the
course met your
needs.
 Not at all
 Partially met my
needs.
 Mostly met my
needs.
 Entirely met my
needs.


10

Comments

Not Applicable:
Course content
did not address
this topic.

Respondants were instructed to fill in the first two columns of the questionnaire only in the pre‐course
questionnaire and then were redistributed the questionnaire at the end of the course and asked to
complete the last two columns.
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Goal 2:





Not at all
Partially met my
needs.
Mostly met my
needs.
Entirely met my
needs.



Not Applicable:
Course content
did not address
this topic.




Not at all
Partially met my
needs.
Mostly met my
needs.
Entirely met my
needs.

Goal 3:
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Not Applicable:
Course content
did not address
this topic.

International Workshop on Gender and Local Governance
September 1-15,2009
End of Course Questionnaire
The following is an evaluation questionnaire for the workshop you have just
completed. We would appreciate you taking the time to fully answer each of these
questions, as they will help us learn how to improve future courses. We will also use
your responses in order to help us track how useful your participation in the course
will be to achieving your personal goals. In two months from now, you will be asked
to fill out a final follow-up questionnaire to report on your experience. For this
reason, the questionnaire is not anonymous. All your responses here, however, will
be kept confidential.
Name:_________________________
You may share my responses with course staff. Yes_______ No________
1. In your opinion, what are the three main challenges to gender mainstreaming in
your country today?
a. __________________________________________________________
______
b. __________________________________________________________
______
c. __________________________________________________________
______

2. To what extent was the course relevant for the particular circumstances of your
country? Please circle one of the following:


Not relevant.



Slightly relevant



Mostly relevant



Extremely relevant
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3. Please suggest up to two improvements that could be made to enhance the success of
this course:
a.
b.
[Note: Participants were redistributed their individual learning goal tables, as
completed in the pre-course questionnaire and asked to fill out the right two
columns. In addition, participans were asked to complete the following utility goal
table:]

Name_____________________________
Email_____________________________
You may share my responses with course staff: Yes________ No_________

What are the three most useful things

How do you believe you will use these

which you gained from the course?

things in your work?

1)

2)

3)
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Appendix G: Microfinance Pre-Course and End of Course Questionnaires
Support Systems for Microenterprises
September 1-15
Introductory Questionnaire

Welcome to the MASHAV-MCTC-YABT course on Support Systems for
Microenterprises. We would like to ask you to fill out this brief questionnaire. We
will use this information to better understand your expectations of the course, to
adapt - where possible - the course to your specific needs, and to track whether the
course meets these expectations. At the end of the course, you will be presented with
the goals you have formulated for yourself here and will be asked to provide
feedback on whether the course met your expectations. In order to make this
possible, you have been asked here to provide your name. Your responses, however,
will be kept confidential and will only be seen by MCTC course staff. Thank you
for your help and we wish you a successful and enjoyable course!
Name________________________________
Organization/Position________________________

Please discuss the present situation for entrepreneurs in your country.

1. 1. In your opinion, what are the main areas in which microenterprises are in need of
support in your country?

2. Are you aware of support systems for microenterprises in your own country? If so,
what are they and do they address the challenges you listed above?

3. In your opinion, what sort of improvements to existing support systems/new support
systems do you believe need to be developed to better support microenterprises in
your country?
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Name_____________________________
Please share with us your personal goals for the course. 11
What knowledge,
skills, or other
benefits would
you most like to
gain from the
course? Please be
as specific as
possible. You
may list up to
three goals.

For each of the goals listed
above, how do you expect
to use what you have
gained here once you have
returned to your
workplace?

Now that you have
Comments
completed the course,
please review the goals
you set for yourself.
For each goal, please
tell us the extent to
which the course met
your needs. Please
rate on a scale of 1-4
where 1 = did not meet
my needs 4 = fully met
my needs. If the goal
you set was not
relevant for the course,
please select N/A

Goal:
1 2 3 4 N/A
Goal:
1 2 3 4 N/A
Goal:
1 2 3 4 N/A

11

Respondants were instructed to fill in the first two columns of the questionnaire only in the pre‐course
questionnaire and then were redistributed the questionnaire at the end of the course and asked to
complete the last two columns.
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Support Systems for Microenterprises
September 1-15
End of Course Questionnaire
The following is an evaluation questionnaire for the course you have just completed.
We would appreciate you taking the time to fully answer each of these questions, as
they will help us learn how to improve future courses. We will also use your
responses in order to help us track how useful your participation in the course will
be to achieving your personal goals. In two months from now, you will be asked to
fill out a final follow-up questionnaire to report on your experience. For this reason,
the questionnaire is not anonymous. All your responses here, however, will be kept
confidential and only seen by MCTC course staff.
Name:_____________________________

1. On the basis of what you’ve learned here, what sort of improvements to existing
support systems/new support systems do you believe need to be developed to better
support microenterprises in your country?

2. To what extent was the course relevant for the particular circumstances of your
country? Please rate on a scale of 1-4 where 1 is not relevant at all and 4 is entirely
relevant.

1234

3. Please suggest up to two improvements that could be made to enhance the success of
this course:

a.
b.
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[Note: Participants were redistributed their individual learning goal tables, as
completed in the pre-course questionnaire and asked to fill out the right two
columns. In addition, participans were asked to complete the following utility goal
table:]

Name_____________________________
Email_____________________________
You may share my responses with course staff: Yes________ No_________

What are the three most useful

How do you believe you will

things which you gained from

use these things in your work?

the course?
1)

2)

3)
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Appendix H: Structured Course Organizer Assessment Questionnaire – Gender
Course 12
International Workshop on Gender and Local Governance
September 1-15,2009
End of Course Questionnaire

The following is an evaluation questionnaire for the workshop you have just completed.
We would appreciate you taking the time to fully answer each of these questions, as they
will help us learn how to improve future courses. We will also use your responses in
order to help us track how useful your participation in the course will be to achieving
your personal goals. In two months from now, you will be asked to fill out a final followup questionnaire to report on your experience. For this reason, the questionnaire is not
anonymous. All your responses here, however, will be kept confidential.

Name:_________________________

You may share my responses with course staff. Yes_______ No________

2. In your opinion, what are the three main challenges to gender mainstreaming in
your country today?
a. .
b. .
c. .

Please review responses to this question in the pre-and post-course questionnaires.
This question had two goals:

12

Questions asked the course organizer in the Microfinance Course were identical to those asked here in
the Gender course, and thus, the Microfinance interview schedule has not been reproduced here. In both
cases, course organizers were redistributed copies of the evaluation questionnaires and ask to respond to
the assessment questions appearing in bold.
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Goal 1 (pre-course questionnaire): to provide you with information about the
specific country contexts and needs of participants so that they could be taken into
account in course delivery.

Was this information on country contexts was useful enough to you to justify the
time spent reading responses. (Circle one)

Not

very /somewhat / yes

Would the information would have been more useful to me if it had been obtained
as part of the participant application form rather than on the first day of the course.
No/Somewhat/Yes

Goal 2: To measure shifts in attitudes over the course by comparing pre-course and
post-course questionnaire responses as a way of measuring shifts in attitudes.
(Please read both pre-course and post-course questionnaires of each participant
before responding to this question).

Was this information on shifts in attitude was useful enough to you to justify the
time spent reading responses.
Yes/ Somewhat / No

Comments

2. To what extent was the course relevant for the particular circumstances of your
country? Please circle one of the following:


Not relevant.



Slightly relevant



Mostly relevant



Extremely relevant
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3. Please suggest up to two improvements that could be made to enhance the success of
this course:

a.
b.

Was this information on suggest course improvements useful enough to you to
justify the time spent reading responses.
Yes/ Somewhat / No
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Goal Table #1 (Column 1 & 2 administered pre-course, column 3 & 4 administered
post-course).
Please share with us your personal goals for the course.
What knowledge,
skills, or other
benefits would
you most like to
gain from the
course? Please be
as specific as
possible. You
may list up to
three goals.

For each of the goals listed
above, how do you expect
to use what you have
gained here once you have
returned to your
workplace?

Now that you have
Comments
completed the course,
please review the goals
you set for yourself.
For each goal, please
tell us the extent to
which the course met
your needs. Please
rate on a scale of 1-4
where 1 = did not meet
my needs 4 = fully met
my needs. If the goal
you set was not
relevant for the course,
please select N/A

Goal:
1 2 3 4 N/A
Goal:

1 2 3 4 N/A

Goal:
1 2 3 4 N/A

In the pre-course questionnaire participants were asked to set their individual
course goals and how they expected to use what they gained in their workplace
(Goal Table 1: columns 1 & 2). This question had two goals:

Goal 1: Provide you with information on the extent to which participant
expectations were in line with course content.

Did it give you sufficient information? Yes/Somewhat/No

Was this information useful enough to you to justify the time spent reading
responses?
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Yes/Somewhat/No

Goal 2: To provide you with information that you could use to adapt course content
to specific needs of participants

Was this information useful enough to you to justify the time spent reading
responses?

Yes/Somewhat/No

For both of these goals, would this information have been more useful to you for
both if it had been obtained as part of the participant application form rather than
on the first day of the course.
Yes/Somewhat/No

In the end of course questionnaire, participants were re-distributed their goal tables
and asked to rate whether they had achieved their goals. (Goal Table 1 Columns
3&4). Asking participants to rate achievement of their individual goals was
intended to give you with a more accurate and nuanced picture of what participants
got out of the course. Please answer the following questions with regard to these
columns:

Please review all of the ratings of individual goals done by course participants. In
order to get a picture of the accuracy of participant ratings, please count how many
course participants gave high marks (3&4) for achievement of their personal goals
in topic areas not actually covered by the course.

Number of participants giving high (3-4) ratings to topics not covered in the course:
_____
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Number of participants that wrote n/a for goals that were not covered in course:
____

Did you find that this method of having participants select individual goals and
rating achievement of these goals gave you more nuanced information of what
participants got out of the course? Yes / Somewhat/No

Did it justify time spent reading responses? Yes/Somewhat/No

Participants were also given space to provide optional comments. Would you have
preferred if participants were asked more specifically to elaborate on their ratings?
Yes.Somewhat/No

Comments
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Participants were also asked to fill in the following goal table. They will be re-sent
this table two months after the course and asked to report on the extent to which
they were able to use the knowledge that they received in course and if not, why
not.
Goal Table #2 (administered post-course)
Please share with us how useful the course will be/was for you.
Of the knowledge/skills which you
How do you believe you will use the
acquired in the course, which do you
knowledge/skills in your work?
believe will be most useful to you back on
the job? You can chose up to three
knowledge/skill areas.
Knowledge/skill area #1:
Knowledge/skill area # 2
Knowledge/skill area #3

Was this information on course utility useful enough to you to justify the time spent
reading responses. (Circle one)

Not very /somewhat /

yes
Please elaborate.

From which of the questions in the post-course questionnaire do you feel that you
learned the most? Please name up to two questions.

From which did you learn the least? Please name up to two questions.

How many times have you administered this course or similar courses before?
Additional Comments
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