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- The intent of this paper is to conceptualize an approach to training
. ° ' \ »
. program evaluation (specifically, HRD quality assurance) that would be useful

in business and industry settings. This approach is a blend of evaluation ™

- .
- »

theory, experience gained from evaluation practice gnd ‘em ifically—derived 1

. AN
concepts. Significant stress is placed on the rglationship between the

. : i
technicad skills of evaluation research and the fequired social skills of i
. ) . .- . ’ !
* evaluation delivery. An optimum mix of these skills is viewed as crucial ’

- . '

for the quality assurance prpcess,t_odgain' credibility with decisiort makers,

~ . -

[S

gspecially management, as well as to achieve greater uiility for the entire

evaluation effort.f - . . '

+

.  The key topics discussed include time as a controlling dimension, the

, o

. ¥ : >
rote of issue vs. . purpose in the quality assurance mission, the use of levels.

. _ ) ~ .-
of information and utility of evaluation'results. To show the interrelations"

? - . ¢ -

ships among the variables of time, type of p'rogram (tralinin'g, edication or

¢ -

developmen't), issues, sourcesy methods and levels of -information,ta matrix -,

N

sChema is outlined to illustrate that the nature of thinking involved in

—

designing quality assurance proéesses is configural and not linear,
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Quality Assurance of Human Resources Development Programs:
A Sotio-Technical Continyum Approach ,
L. . - . . ” ] e \
Introduction . .

~

Human ,Resources Deyelopment (HRD) prbgram evaluation, wherever it is
N :
i . s ~ - - :. . . /\_—
seriously employed, is a difficult and time-consuming process. ' Compared to
. ' ) . - ’ R4
- an experimental design investigation, a typical HRD program evaluation'project

A .

. ‘
generally appears to contain more variabl®s, have less control and offer fewer

. . . / .
definitive results and implications. The inherent complexity and political
L] .

. ’ inter cti%né;that areian integral part ofrnhe progrgg,evafuatioﬁ grocess, :
i deserv a great deal of Eredit for this”dieparity. ‘ - T , ‘e
) One of‘theamoet serious of“thése interactions can.bé %llustrated‘when ‘ N
I . the- evalyator is encountered with the question, "Why evaluate?"' (Thonpsonyh
) ‘i978). The ashinghof this ouestion alone indicate$ that the credibility ® ., .-

. . 7 ’
of the evaluator and the evaluation process is virtually nonexistent. If.

’

. this question’is considered a legitimate inouﬁry, the proposed ehaluation

2
] _would'Have to be outside the mainstream of planning, developing, delivering,

‘ ¢ <

and managing HRD activities, this is a situation which should not be accepted

' N > ~ N

nor tolerated. In order for evaluation activities to achleve and maintain

/ [

. credibili;y, evaluation must ,be viewed as an integral segment of all HRD

developmehtal and i@plementation efforts - its role being supportive as well

¢
v . ’ -

as,judgmental. Thus, program pvaluationgshould never be viewed as a solution /

“ > A
» . hd

L. in’search ofwa problem. ; bl

< ~ -

To~assist evalnation practitioners thryough the commonly eggountered

]
*

- maze'gf problems, evaluation theorists have eupplied numerous models (see a :

review by, Stufflébeam and Webster, 1980) for consideration. Although the

: 3 '

model presented:in this paper is admittedly not unique, it does. offer a
Q ! different vfew. °this also probably labeled better as an approach than - ‘;

[]z\ﬂ: JPapet‘presented at AERA. Annual Meeting, SIG: Training in Business and Industry,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Los Angeles, CA ‘April 13, 1981." _~ 3. .-
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a model, and its application is directed specifically at quality assurance

‘ L -

of HRD programs (genericaily, program evaluatlon) Thq baeis fior the

- . ! -

appro%ch is empirical, and its orientatlon is derived from a socio-technical

systems perspective. For its core, this approach posits three interlocking .

and interactive matrices to demonstrate the interrelationship of(three

- ° :

continua: 1) the general context of training, education, and development;
2) time dimensions; and 3) action components: types of data, sources of

datas and collection methods for data, Technical, political and social °

L 3

components are interwoven' throughout tﬁéldeéign. ‘ -

—-— ’ ’ * )
General Context A

y - \‘ e

The general context of HRD programs in businessg and industry has been
. )

subdivided by Nadler (¢1971) into training, education, and development. These *

-

subdivisions, can be analyzed for the{purpoae of evaluation application as

°
N
. -
.
N . -~

shown in Figuré 1. 1If one views training, education, and development as a .
. . B "
. continuum of a people developnent/léarning process, the corresponding types

®

of objectives go from concrete to abstract d the length of the HRD program; ’

’ v M

- .
go from definable to undefinable. Desired outcomes move from direct performance

N—d * .
/ . ) '
e e e —— o — = e e U . 3 L |

related results under training to career advancement to organizational growth

for Development. Relationships between the individual and the organization

- change ftom those primarily concerned with the individual to those concerned .

primarily wlth the organization." Points: for dccision~making,are clearly
defined'for Training, projected within a certaim t&me period for Education, .
but can only Qe classified as future-oriented_for Development. ) ) . ' e

'The nature of theSe three sets of activities (iraining, Education, and
Q. Development) therefore, has some direct rel v%pce to the design of quality

ERIC | ; . : .
At provi 1 - ". . ) 4 o . '\. . ’ . [ 4‘. ry
» * M
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" organizational grawth

. enougﬁ‘after.qpe;acﬁual Eraining expgxienéé. Figur'e 2 provides a géneral
] ] ; ? - . f
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. . <

.

s ' 3 - :
assurance programs. The continuous nature also implies a close, working

. . . " * - . ,o,
relationship between the planning of HRD programs and their subsequent
évaluations. A furthér implication is that particuiar evaluation techniques

used for Tra&ning programs would likely ha;% minimal impadt or credibility

Soma

when used for Development programs. For example, a ﬁeaction questionnaire

may have direct and importénp impact in the evaluation -af Training, but

substantéglly more depth-oriented techniques, such as interviewihg, are !
likely to yield more impact for evéluation of Development activities. Time

: : </
and amount of program specificity, therefore, have ,a relevant bearing on the

1evels’af decision-making that will occur afd thé complexity of evaluation

-

.

‘ .
issues that must be taken ‘into dccount.
N ]

Ve .
Time as 'a Controlling Dimension .

-

¢ \ ' .

Probably the most critical dimensioq of this, socio-technical coentinuum

, ;

-approach to designinlg quality assurance programs is time. While evéluatiqn

as an aetivity looks back, i.e., records what happened, its function is

really forward looking. .Evaluétion has a reqﬁiremeng to reach beyond

o o

the present data and present choices among altefnagives not direét}y’studied.
Purely objective-based evaluation tends net to give full considérat}on to

unintended ouggomes~that may have important positive or hegativE effects on .’

and vitality. When viewed longitudinally, all

oo ~

| .
evaluation appears %ormative (Crnnbaéh, 1978); very few decisions as a result

\ > Lt "
of evaluation &re truly ultimate ones. .

’
‘-

effort; oftentimes evaluation seems not to start soon enough nor finish long

framework from which emanates a gefheral context for evaipation design. . This

. ’ . ‘

framework was intended to be generic, thus it may-be imposad upon any HRD

4

.
a 5
.

Time is_also importaﬁt in determining when to begin and end the evaluation

-~
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-The rows of boxes at the top and the botto

of the time dimension continuum

)

are probably least written about, but for different reasons. -1mmediate'and

°

Intermediate components are most often described so further elaboration is .
t e . > ' < ) \ )
nq}‘presented here. ng-term" objectives are generally seen as difficult
\ - . - R ‘. s <.

«'

©
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to define and ,mea'Sure.

v

For example, improvement in organizational productivity

)

P
is probably tuc abstract of an ob;ective to measunq_reliabl; espec1ally if

we want to attribute a certaln nroportlon of produc*iv1ty galns directly to .

training activitiés within an_ﬁRD program.

’

4

The "Initial Considerations" area,

[y

on the other hand, can be easily utilized to. guide’the dlrection for evaluation

-’

0 -
desi

- 'S

Consideration' ‘area:

expectatlons, and 3) the projected results on' future decision-making.

v

Bnd the understanding of evaluation results.

»
,

, \Three primary areas 'of concern need to be considered under the-"Initial .

L 5, .

1) evaluation issues, 2) pirt1;ipant~and manabement
[N

of

7

] : . S .
primary 1mp0rcance among these concerns are the evaluation issue$ surrounding

) . : ‘
the quality essurance process.,
k4 .

.

’

LY

. ~ .
Evaluation issues are meant as a replacement :

«

’

' for.T§lerian evaluation purposes or objeccives.

.

materials? or Did tralning instructors use effecciVe teaching® technlques'7

‘

-

. or question such as:
!

3

. ;

v -

°

-

! 1)

-

important problem,ﬁith a purely objectives-based evaluation is the harrow

An issue is a central'conéern
- Y

Were program participants readily able to comprehend

4 }

B

. » Ppreoccupation Qiéh*specific obj%ccives without regard to unintended or, T

1

E 'unforeseen behaviors and results.

- An issue can more easily guide effdrts and

¥ N N N ® . L N

’ may beﬁbrokeh down intd specific: cbmponents. ' : . .

v

. ' arl

It would be‘difficult, if not impossible, to conducb a ué géi evaluation
\. - o RS S
if the designer was_ not knowledgeabhe about the particuler organizacional \
o) - . ’ . .

1 sgxuccure .and have some gedéral background in the politics of incerpersonak

Ty

Knowledge of antecedenc qonditions fon perspective is a«mandatory

behaqurﬁ

—

)
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requirement ta identifying the central’issues in an evaluation. By utilizing

the “issue aporoach”'to design,.through contributiong of politlcal‘informants
g , 1 s
. - / N

program observers, relevant theory and personal experience, the designer is .

' » .
- [

) , / . e \ ’ R N _
better able to guide the effort around the common pitfalls and tradeoffs _ ~<‘

usually encountered. Some of these pitfalls 1nclude not co idering all -

‘ relevant deci31on-making audiences, focu51ng'on only minor sﬁects\of-the ,

-~ !

program, or moré importantly limited congideration of the\ut#lity and uséful:

. . . ] v
ness of evaluatjion results.” does not matter whether HRD program objectives
?’ !‘ ‘ Qé L .
are tightly or loosely defined, the evaluation issues, as oppused’'to ebjectives,
Ny A ¢
should form the basis 'of the qualitv assurance mission. f To. .
' ) .

i - .
The second area of concern revolves1around_ sudience" expectations prior
. ) R - - )

¢ / . .'
to prograf activities. "Audiences" are usually those who, have ‘some stake in

the,evaluatiOn and prggram such as the participants in the program, the i

teaching staff, and the organizational management. From the part{cipants we

L

need to know what they hcpe to learn gain’or achieve’as a result of the “

»

program. For:the teaching staff historical badkground information on the

. ' v

. participants is helpful in establishing what the participants bring to the

program (abilities, atﬁitudes, past performance). Asking the participants

/o, - .
what they expect to learn or gain can be compar2d with opinions or‘actual .

4 M ~
-~

results after the program. Similar methods may\é;w?sed with instructional

‘staff and management. Obviously, these groups are looking at the HRD activity

from different.viewpoints. ' For example, the staff‘may be intereéted in -~ .

acceptance<and usability of de;eloped matenials; managefent_ may be‘looking,for
fstar" performers or changes in identification hith the organization.

1 — -

The third area af.concern under "Initial Considerations" is with the

* . »e -

’ 4
uimpact ‘of projected results of future actiJ!ties and decision-making Once

evaluation issues have been identified and expectations made explicit, it is

* time to formulate the.evaluation design and do sgme hypothgﬂ&zing wtth‘respect

L

\ \. . P . - 7. . . ..
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.to potential courses of action. This hypothetical "what-if" stage is crucial
»

for evaluation management. After all, an evaluation design is meant to control
e . < -

"
' J T : ¥

-

potentrial and dctual trade%ffs whioh minimize post-evaluation uncertainty within .

. ! 3 N - . A
a -fixed cv;éi Concurrently, the evéluator must be aware e community of
. Vo .

decision makexs whos await the results of the evaluation. Taking these poiunts

’ A o .
\ in&o account will assist in giving direction to the effort and minimize the
/0 . . \
nump%r of alternative explanations required to interpret the results., - - .

- v . f «
.

Action Components . ) . :
L) .

Thds far.this sociogtechnical continuum approach to evaluation has dealt

. * T

thin which quality assurance

)

p with the establishment of the general context wi

takes place (Figu;e 1) ‘and with the variable of time for past and futpre
~ T, ! - s
functional directions (Figure 2). It is now appropriate to illuminate on i .

»

those aspects of evaluation that have direct relevance to ghe day-to;day
' Eé!“development\and management of .quality asshyance-tasks. _ The following

description focuses on three major interacting action components of

evaluation éesign: levels’ of infd@mation; sodréés of data, and methqu' —
for collecting data (See Figure 3).
¥ ' . : . .
The first of :hese;actiol components, Levels af -infofmation, may be

bl

' ¥’ .
unfamiliar to most readers, sb its definition and utility is given initial . -

consideration. Levels of information are meant ,to pfévidé guidelines for

evaluafion design and management. There exist a number of definitions for
' thlese -""levels," all of them implying similar interpretations. Information
” ‘ : . T

mdy be viewed in two eontinua--1) in té}m§ of focus: from a general judgment
to gfscriptive behaviorai informatisn, ot .2) in térms of range: from global

. information to very specific information. In the first continuum, a gemeral

-~ R - < . e

. LiM . N ‘. *
. opinion implies a judgment of overall worth -~ summative evaluation if you

o ] . : ) R ( . / -~

x will;.description implies observatioms, repg:ting of facts. or specific -

- ¢ . . . f A - : .
‘ - o - * . - X b ) !

behavioral reaction ---thys. basic formative evaluation, g?%nsider for example,. -

7 - s 3 . 4 t
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the evaluat}on of‘teacbing staff Serfo;manee,in a\éiyen HRD program. If the

evaluation-issue is how can‘we improve delivery skills of instructors, one

& 2 . . ' .
would not be very interested\iqpthe participants' answer to the question:
e . w & N

How would you'rate this instructorls-overéll teéching ability?: This question

N ’

is really a global questlon ohe requlrlng a statement’ of worth (a general

r

judgment) It may be an nmportant question, but it is not directly relevant

to the issue ‘of delivery skills. Instead, ‘questions such as:” Was the pace

’ - - N 2

. . ,
of presentation,too fast or too slow?, Did the instruetor explain new ideas

¢ )

by relating'them'to familiar conEeptsf, or Did the inStructor have annoying
mannerisms which detracted from dellvery“, would yield information more
(. + ?

/directly relevant to'the issue%oﬁ delivery skills. v .

v
. .
. >

R SR .o : A : .
"For the sake- of simp;icity,and utility, we may arbitrarily divide the

-

contlnua Chhlch are essex;ially dlfferent terms with the same meannng) of

lob to’ speciflc (Smock and Crooks, 1973) or: Judgment to descrlption
8

[ l r
~ .

(Feldman, 1977), into -three categorles -- global (Leve] ﬁ), general toncept

(Level II), and specific, (Leyel III) Global judgmental infotmatian(LeveI_I)

is primarlly directed at ‘forming a general opinion of HRD activity Success
N . < A e . . M .

or failure, i.e.; was the workshop successful, did the participants learn
anything,-dia the teaching‘staff perform well, or how did it go. Global

informatlon has primary utility in making comparisons across‘individugls,

-~

N . s ' - .
- — groups, or settings. These comparisons may be absolute, relative or both,
» s ' | . ~

'
. v
~ -

+ but experience suggests that nelative comparisons would probably yield the

)

most fruitful results. If global questions dre' appropriately applied, they'\
/ ’ ’ * .

should have soﬁe s;gqificant relationship witﬁ the general concept and specifc
information. \ . ’ R
4 i
General concept inf%rmation (Leyel.iI} by nature of its in-between status
< . . » R
héé some characteristics in ¢ommon with bgth gloﬁél and specific information,

’

The primary purpose, however, of general concept information 1s to identify

S . . .
4.,
/ ‘;. . N . * 4 ° ’ -



general strengths and weaknesses within the evaluation issue being investigated. -

Returning to the example of the teaching'staff.qeﬁber, qQuestions sueh as --

’
= - . .t

[y

Was the instructor a good speaker?, Did the instructor appdar prepared?, - . N
& '

Were the discussions well led?, Did the instructor stimulate participant,

interest in the subject? -~ attempt to diagnbse lightly the potential .

~

concerns with speaking ability, preparation, ]eadership, and stimulation, ,

P ” ‘

respectively., If one closely examines information collected in most
' L . . .

evaluation reports, a majority of it can be tlassifiéd as Level 1I. An i <

¢

o advantage of Level II information over Level I is that both absolute and

) relative comparisons may be made with equal effectiveness under most conditions,

Comparativie yses of such data should be performed caytiOuslg’yaying'particular'

attention to the relevante and app;opriateness.across the grqus of interest.

’ - r . '5. .
Level-II inforgition lends itself well to making some absvlute interprétation

. ’
. -

of results (better in this respect than Levei I usually). because it has a

- 4 4 .
,

definable base of generalization; however, it still lacks direct knowledge

R

- ! .
“of behavioral manifestations neceseary for spec1f1c diagn031e The latter

role is iulfilled by Specific or Level III 1nformat10n . , .

- . [l 4 s ' *

. The hierarchical’ steps of, identifying a general issue (Global or Level I ~\
. e

N . - ‘e

"information), followed by identification of components of the issue (General o j: )

Concept or Level II\informationk is furthen‘illuminated and *pin-pointed by
v - ;

+the most diagnoatic information, Speeific*or Level IIT. 1In the example of "

the teaching staff member;'queftiOns about presentation pac:, clarity of

) 3 . .
new ideas and annoying mannerisms (given above) were illustrations of Level III °

information,. Oftentimes the nature of Level III informatton does not lend .

-

itsElf well to standard or structured questions; answers may be better collected

. ]

with "softer" techniqpes of evaluatien such as specificropen—ended questions,

‘ ~
interviewing or videotape»analysis. This nature also 'does not permit useful

'R\!: comparative information. Since the questions are specific (here for a given

~ R .
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tstaff person in a givea teachin éetting), they are not meant for generalization, !
) e
- and any cigp&ﬁisons may a
Al

N .

-

Gally be misleading as well as inappropriate. A G -

-

>1. potential disadvantage of spe%ific Level III informaticn is that it may bear = -

a “ . 3 - »

. t . \,a -
9, litt%e fj/ig/zéhse and effect re‘ationshio with Level I informationw For tay 7 ,
A N o

exampl there is no guarantee that once 3an instructor elimln%teSwannovlng R coT
‘. . & l & # [} . -
- egk.’ - ,

3

i

(o4

o “”\ ’
It is worthwhile'to note that this hierarchical system,fwhile cé eptual“ . .
. N ~_ N (
. hds been applied in the development of evaluative desions (Smo&k and Crooks, -
4&1 -1; ° -

> ,,t -

1973 Brandenburg,’l977)ﬂ Recently, Sur iﬁ%estigation of college sfudent '
= e & N
ratings items (Brandenphrgh,Derry & Hengstlef, 1978)’, ha; yielded afn empiuical ™ :
'demonstration of the existence of thxs continua of 1nfor;afion (although we s i
P . < - . p ®, L

sfowed some Justification for faur levefs,.this shovls theéarbltrary olvibion
. ’ ° f" - .

’ Into three Jlevels}. In summary, ;ye concept of levels jt iﬁ%crmation shoufd ’ ° ‘
be viewad as aﬁhedristicitool fbr'guiding tha total evafdatién procéss : This LT

- \ % e 13

?f

»

o,y
-7

toncept has dtfrect implicatigns for>choice of evaluatiVe methoddio?y, for
“ 5] N [Za s «g L *
deciding to whpm to reé%rt information; for interpr&tinb results,ﬁaﬁd for , -

' w“

, & S
PR generalliy organizing thoughts ffom g pragcical perspective - A *
> - S

Rt d = . - l

The “other two action componehts of evaluation desfgn are tke sources ' .. -

2
. oﬁ_information énd &ﬁe methods for collectingWinformation.i Wille the’ two are oo

separate they are often conﬁﬂsed in the trade literature (for example Alden, -

1/5 &1 . U A

pP. 49,,l978; Kirkpatrick, 978). Specifically, Kirkpatrick's popular fou# .
< - ? . A

component model of Reaction Learning, Behavior ‘and Re8ults tends tg overQ y
EN ket * '

s1mp1ify component interactions. In anéiyzing Kirkpatrick's (19?8) explanation*

* . - ca
a . &

Reaction implies one source and maybe bne or two methods; Ldarning implies.
' one source and oné or two methodsi Behavior incasurés inglude potentidlly four
bl ) ) ge 3 v . o ' N

sources but undefined methods; Rebults megsures appeaf to iﬁply aumerous
unidentified gources, specifies-one method and inaugurates;a hunt for criteria. o P
L) . 1 ~ . . .

’
- -

Q What Kirkpatrick advocates ™in his model deserves important consideration,
ERIC . - -+~ .o s o 11 ¥ -

s - .
~ . .
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heweser: by m{iing“sourpes and methdds under one 1abel‘elong a sipgie.

s
> -

conq}ﬁuum, a-user is likely to ke égught in Eome‘of thé pitfalls d1scgssed

. - ’
earlier: .One also gets the 1mpre551on that an evaluator carries out’

- ~
o

. Reaction, Leagning,.gehavior, and Results regardless of the HRQ.prugram
N ey ’ - '

situatibn or,activities. The life of an evaluator is.mot that simple.
: ) ~ - i .

.
N ’ c T y

. , . . - ‘. e
Unléess the methuds for collectlng 1nforma§ion and the levels-of infermation

5
o

L 3
nteded are,defined ihd integrated with sources of such data, evaluation g

’ e

.

A Id

¢vedibflity éhd“utility are very likely to sufferu E?ch met hod and's¢urce

should be qutified in a congruent\sense againsé the evaluation issue - 2

£
t #

evalﬁators have alwqys been known to,have ‘the capabl‘ley to produce an

-, q . . <

‘abundance of useless information. Effhclency, cost~ ettectLveness and .

¢ .o 2 } P N 7.":’

ot e mission should/be emphasized Klrkpdtfl»k s n'ode.l is nuyed' LA .
” - endugh nor comprehensdive, encugh to_satisfy_these cgit ta. . -

A - 4

e, - ';}’}. . - - ‘_'/ sp N . Yoae e
+ ' Figure .3 contains an analvtical‘f:Ssewcik-(a Set of interlocking‘ N
)

< -

maCricesL er the ¢if£grentiatfbn betw e%,sohrees and methods and‘their .

AN { Ld _\. p — L
+ Joint 1nteraction with eValuatiam tssues ard levels of 1n“ormatlon fach t
13 * -

‘4, of ‘the twelve boxes 1n Figura 2 potentig\ly COUgd be f 1lled wlth the

.

. *v' > - l @ P 4 - . -
., 7 subsystem of Figuré 3. The llsting of sources 1n‘%1gure 3 is not gneant .
Y VR - 3
to be;all }hclusive, nor would.all‘sources have.tuv be iﬁcluded in 1nvestigatigg

0 BN ’ » a AR

A‘ every evaluation issue. i'I‘he number of data colkecqion methods should be

¥ . x: l Y = L e E w7 . E
T S L '
o F L S Thsert Figure 3 About Here RN
’ ‘ - —-—-f-—;~-— - = —--—-—-j-“- . il

I ) ﬁ‘r
allnwed to va:y depending on numerous conditions, notably the.'issue involved
B e 3 r/* ‘ - 2 \
L

Y

~

: . .
- * . . - A , N - * ¢ ¢

may include séiia of thie following: ~ N ST
oL (' ' R P .é‘ - _ o . - "
P N : ‘ * " e@xpectation statements. . . . .
’ e ! . objectiyg questionnaire or survey -, . .
. * : * open—en questigns or reactions. . 0 '
i?:« C e o *~ coéﬁitive er and pencil measuyres ', PN
4 - . ) - . e ’ , N
‘ » ) . o A performanée measyfes 12 2 ' ‘ o,

‘a - s C . WP g i

L N~ v . 3

and.the natuteggf the information gource, . The data ce}LectionNmetuod tolumn’ .,

‘\

&N




J

.utility, credibility, and feasibility. They are defined below.

¥

.

+ observation and anecdotal records

T -~ .+ wideotape of ipstruction-, o
. - .+ structured interviews . v l ‘
« . .
, * -previous evaluation results -
. - : "+ demographic and historical data collection

. unobtrusive.follow-up techniques
* cosgt-benefit: analysis
+ cost-effectiveness analysis » * . -

* longitudinal personnel data file examination ]

y . [ AR

-~

P

Dﬁé to the nature of behavioral scienceﬂdata, it is seldom wise t9‘9epend
on one source and one method to yield valid gohclaeioﬁs. Ié'ie'impprtant\ .
;herefore, thuse t;iangalat;on (multiple methodsh multiple sounees of
crose—chec;;;g and verificat?onz among methods‘and'sourceekgo.aehieve validity ' L

N

’

and credibility.* Thus, one js better off to use three methods on one source

or three source€ with one method. Without this type of validity cross-checking, .
. . o,

the evaluation report is more likely to.suffer from a.lack of clear direction

’ d

. ' . . - L}
when it comes to laying out alternative ‘courses of future action for decision L
w ‘ ) . * .
makers., T e T : :
‘ i . . St T W . -

Evaluating the Evaluatiqp

* AN had i . , ' -

This apprdach, which is meant to be dynamic and open-ended,’ would not

be complete if attention is not drawn to the quality of information colletted.’

.
)

The-five major categories of infor&atioq quality and ‘evaluation design quality

include the foilowing‘;echn;cal and social eemponents: reliability, validity,

'Rgliabilitz. .Reliabirity is generally-defined- as the consistency

of acquired information. Internal congistency measures (1ike .« - c &
X .. ’
KR#20.0r Coefficient Alpha) are appropriaxe to use in. evaluating

the hOmogeneity of a group of questionnaire or test items:

Yy -

« .
Discriminate reliability, like the Horst coefficient, is . , //

4 [ .
. /dmportant in evaluating Level I data for making reliable

comparative distinctions. . Here such coefficients must have '~.

Ry
. .

gjilgh values. @‘fhixd type of reliabifitf; and one that should




be used )more often, is that given by generalizability , ' %

v

. coefficients. Using generalgiahility theory (Cronbach, et al.,'

¢ » .

1972) one estimates certain variance gOmponents for a data ' :
‘ .

collection'scheme and can then genetalize'pver certain dimensiona -
A(or;faéetal by'modifying the sizes ef particnlar design ¢ompopents. -
.- ot ! $ . S
A fourth type of reliability of ten associated irith softer-evaluation’ ."
- % . 1
o . techniques ig replicability (Gubas lé78). Guba Suggést; three 4

techniques for replicability: an audit (indenendent judgments - .

v

o Of the same ,data), overlapping methods @ested use of complementary ¢
/\\ 0 * * )

techniques to collect information -on-the same-issue), and stepwise .

replica‘tion (division of informatipn® f’énu.;;&;bs or data tuﬂe;%pn t.g;ame
- 7 ' %

-\
into random halves to undertake independent studies) ' ‘

A » . J——

;Validiti. Validity refers to a number of aspects of design ) ) .

and data quality exemplified by internal\balidity;_external

VY

" validity, content validity, and construct validity. Because

1

<

these definitions are commonly known'and applied, further \ )

N

discussion of the potential biasing effects on the lack of valid _ -
‘ »

. , ] )
‘information is not included here.’ "For softer evaluation techniques, . [

_ ‘ S 4
the terms intrinsic adequacy, replaces internal validity and extrinsic <,
N - t . . I ‘

.adequacy replaces external validity (ana, 1978). Intrinsic adequacy

. i - - ¢ {
- refers to such aspects as erecting safeguards against possible

. invalidating facts, establishing structural corroboration (use of
° v’

~

'triangulation and cross examination) and establishing the credibility
. ’ i of findings, Extrinsic adequacy is related to generalizabTlity . §§

tbroﬁgh areas §uch'as representative situatione,‘timéliness, §pecial o -
jﬁlbject samples, and recurring -encounters (see Guba, 1978). .

» -
LN
3 3}

—
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of the/framework presented and to integratée them with the sécial/ﬁechnical_

S

3perspec£ive'advocated. . . " - ///

. extent it reflects the notion of fact validity -~ it wmust be seen : y .

¢

" for the-evaluation pRactitioner must generally be earned. It can

\ PR ] . N .

- g - . . .~
Utility. The results of the evaluation endeavor must be viewed

. -
- o . -

as useful to the organization; the information leading tq.thé ?

~ .

results needs to be accessible to decision makers, -and -the

- Nl
infdrmagion'hust be understéggsté td them: Utility has both a -

-~

.social and technical side which is explafned in the next section. .
) <4 E - . .
Attention ‘to. data Teporting formats should be given early on in - P

°

the evaluation b:ocess to influence readébility and ihEerpreLabiliﬁy.

of the findings. 'If a decision maker-has to ask -- what's the point,

r. ngw what -- the utility of the'information i§ lost.

-

Credibility. edibiiity of information and desién concerns .

. ) s
both the source$s of data 'and the decision makers. To a certain

- .

as important or relevant ‘or it is not worthwhile.. Credibility

1

’ =

be gained if those implemeniing a quality asgufance program remain .

impartial, accurate and respect the perogatives of the individuals

@ .

‘involved as well as advogate and proteect the confidentiality of the =

data base. ) ¢

Feasibiiitz. A comprehensive quality assurancé‘program, while ' .
meetfﬁ%’most of the previous considerations, may not be possible .
\

due to lack of time, financial or physical resources. Retqrﬂ on

. b N -

investment must be paramount when discussing alternative processes. .

e s
N Summary and Discussion - ’ i
. Y, o * ~

{3
z o . < 4 -

1 N o

The purpoée of this section is to;summariée scmé of the key elemerts
. . *

N -

f -

N T
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. A first general, concern is how the approach presented here may bes

classified among those that have been or are currently being used in the
. » o , .
general area of evaluation. A recent article by SQufflebqgm.and Webster »

~N ©

(1980) provides a good deal 3{ assistance on this point. They defing an

. evaludtion study as "one that is designed and conducted to assist some . ’e
' L ‘

auﬂience'to judge and improve the worth of some edugational object'™
o

' (emghasis added, p. 6). They théh,classiiiéﬂ’gg;gzég’;;in?hl1tically- . °
Oriented," "Questions-Oriented," or '"Values-Oriented." The present approach

‘ . . Y =
may be best classified as "Decision-Oriented," a subheading of the Values-

<

- L Y
Oriented stu?&es. Stufflebeam and Webster charactetize decision-oriented

‘E;udies as those emphasizing "that evaluation should be used proactively
to help improve the program)@s well as retroactively to judge its worth"

(p. 12).# In comparing a number of evaluation strategies, these same authors .

-

characterize each strategy according to certair components. The components '

and desﬂ%ipt{ons for decision-oriented'studies are presented;below (p. 16, 17).

- ~ '

- ) ) M .‘ \
, Comgonengf' ) ' N Description ) g - e
Advance Organizers . Decision situations ° - Ve
Purpose To provide a knowledge and, - ¢
S . value base for making and i

‘ defending decisions L

o/ Source of Questions ‘ Decision makers (managémenta
' * clients, participants, staff), »
. their consituents and evaluators : ,
Main Quéstions ’ How' should a given enterprise be -

planned,\executed, and regycled
in order to foster human growth

F : and- development at a reasonable- .
* COSJZ? ’ . Iy
- T . )
Typical Methods™ ‘//) Surveys, needs asgessment, case '3 b

- studies, advocate teams,
observations, and,quasi-
experimental and expetrimental design o
<

Pioﬁee;s . .~ Crohbach, Stufflebeam




A couple -of key potnt; deserﬁq émpﬂasis. First, the evaluator is seen as
- e ! . v . -

taking an active role in the ﬁota},qyaldation proces;\XQr fproactiveﬁ after

- « - \
» e

Pattoh, 1978). Thus, the evaluator does not function as\g disinterested
SNobserver. Second, in order to @axiﬁize utility of the évaiuation, the d
~ . -~ \\\ . IR .

evaluator muét'specify alternative decisions and must haye gagpgpeﬁﬁsufficient

- ‘e
Dy e

.t 4 fen T T
information to defend ‘these altefnatiyes. Thizxd, thejdeﬁision-oriented_approach,

‘.

like the approach described in this ﬁa%gr, provides.iéformation on the continuum

¢ I
o o

-«
from judggent of overall worth to proéram improvement generally useful for

. - ¢ ‘e ")!v

""foster(ing) human growth and development at- a reasonable cost” (a primary

[
v,

concern to thoseg of us.interested‘EB/gxﬁgnding fﬁe concept of HRD).

°

A second general concern about the approach described here”is how does it

e —

13 ? : . -
derfss its name as a socio-technical continuum (or system). A best answer is

»

. based more of personal éxperience than either theory or,the present vogue of
) ..r . - P . .
quality assurance in business and industry. Technical knowledge aqd dkills
e\‘ - : > .
about hpw to conduds an evaluation can be obtained by studying numerous

. excellent texts ¢r by classroom study. Ar evaluator's knowyledge and skill j
's - . .
application, however, does not necessarily yield a useful, successful

.
\ A

evaluation. An additional essential quality of advamced social skillg, is
- ¢ . ' .
of significant iﬁpgrtance. Included among these skills are being sensitive
- - ) ! e

ito variaus qddiences {the willinéﬁess,to 1is§en and interéct), Qeing iptuitive,

T_being responsible in various ways to varioys groups of people, ?eing_tactkul,
tﬂe abil}gy to aggicié;te questions especially with regard to management, a
combination Jf instinctﬁand expgriénce, and being able to think on one;s feet ’
while talking. The e skills ¢an not generéllf be learned through®books or

classroom experiegce. An optimal combindtion of social and technical skills

\
for evaluators should yield greater 1ikelihood,f9r a stggnésful quality

\

assurance program, but would not netessarily guaréntee it.

N

A

lOne og ﬁy_cdlreagues pointed out, appropriately so, that an evaiuator's Lo
funct ional authdfrity‘also has a_great deal to do with evaluation success or impact.

» . . - .
>
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A third general concern that readers may have acquired through this

manuscript is the attention given to the utility of evyaluation resblts,

1
] -

(See Brandenburg) 1980).° Utility or usefulness also has its social ahd

s
e

technical sides whichk are hopefully not incompatible. A number of references

N

. - ] .
were made to some of the social aspects such ds "volumes of data," "lack of )

organizational knowledge" and lack.of social sophistication in the application’

-

of evaluation methodoiogy in this maA;script. Why pr duce evaluation reports
that people can not read nor even have any hope of 1nterpreting the results?

Why persist in ohbaining all the 1nformation available on a given objective if

nobody is interested in the final outcome? One suggestion given teo. preventing

this dilemma was to center the investigation around issues rather than

objectives, i.e., focus on the major points of contention to alleviate future

.

N , . R
confrontations. A second suggestion was to make use of.evdluators that have

“advanced social as well as technical skills. To sum up.qAIk;n states ''the

vrientation of the evaluater is a decisiv& factor - perhaps the most
B - N - -~ .
. , . ‘ =
influential - in determining whether utilization will occur" (Alkin and Law,
M . - . ,{ .
1980, p. 79). ’

]
v, .

On.the technical side of the utility issue, this writer would like to see

. N / N
more attention given to Bayesian applicaticdns to dﬁiigzg:t;;;ing in the quality

v

assurance process. Bayesian analysis weuld fit/tomfortably into the aecision—
oriented studies described by Stufflebeam and wLbsten. This type of analysis

links evaluation to planning and thus to recyeling and feedback while alsd

blendingjudgmentwith objective evidence. Furthermore, it can qnswer the T

extent to which each decision alternative maximizes the realization of issues
L]

‘related to outcomes by pfoviding utility information on each alternative
(Saar, 1980) Although the statistical sophistication required to implement

Bayesian' analysis deechreate some problems, these are-not ingurmountéble and

» ‘
v - e - -
. .

may be very well worth the effort. .0

ey

%
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Qharacteristic

1

Type of Objective for

- *HRD Program
./

Length of HRD Program
Vo
Desired Cu tcome

of HRD Program

Individual/Organizatipnal
.Relationship

A

Decision-taking Points
(distribution)

M . .

Figure I-

General Context of Evaluation in Three Types of HRD Proérams ,

\

¢ ~ .

L4

-_

'.Trainin%f\
Competency-based,

Behavioral
. ]

Short, defined term,

Immeddate | term, but- defined.
. \ ‘ T
. ’ 3 " . *’
.Performance, Improvement, *
Results © e \ Career Advancement
190 11 "I within & -
(Ind. placement in (Ingf within Org.)
org.) (Ind. affect on - - ] s
him/herself) '

R - . ’
" Spiked (defined point) :

. . E

o

Education

Stéted general goals,

Skill development ~.

“
Intermediate to long -

GyciicaL

(definable decision bqirts)\

»

N,

Development

General Personal Development,
Variable to Undefinable

Undefined term or long
term ~r

H LS

Organizational Erowth,
Improve QWL

<
0*1 "~ om0~ ”
(Org. affect on ind.) .
(Org. affect on org.),,
‘Continuous (ongoing) .
N 3 ’ N .
1
5- . P
L} 22 . .
- " .
* - 3
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sy , . _ Figure 2

a v

General Framework: '~< -

‘Evaluation by‘fimé Dimeasions .. «

b o
?

'
e g

1 [

; . 4
. .

L. - . ,
‘ Time Dimensions . ‘  ° Type of HRD Program Continuum . L
*. Continuum Train’ipgo , Education ° I Development

Initiag ansidefations

~

\

")

.

“Immediate

Intermediate

e
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, Figure 3
..* " Action Cotiponent Subsystem

i

- Data . ’ . . .
* » . Data Collection /| ' Illustraive Evaluation Issues/Types of Data )
. Sources Methods ~ . ‘ . ! . ,
o ' Course Instructor .| Employee‘Skill Division
. ) Imptovenment Development Acquigition = ‘| Productivity
_ I IT IIT- 4+ "1 1II III I II II1 I II 1III
» = ; 3 v - T
" D a, & N o I -
~ Trainde u - b. . ‘
- - ) c. - L4 bl o
' ‘ d. | _ : ]
Training a. ) . . ’ . ' >
Instructors, —5h. ] - :
* c. ". ] v )
. Material a. . , -
Lo . Developers 'b.a; . ’ ) .
K = (including subject c. ‘ -
‘ ~ matter experts) - d. i *
& &. ; /\ . ¥
R . . Trainee ’ a. ; /l . i
. .. Supefvisors * _b. -
o Trainee N a. L e ) ) -
" Subordinates b. - o
N Middle-Level <. a. B S S ‘ ‘
Managers*’ ’ b. N . K
- c.. o - -
3 t €9/ - - 7
’ “+ Cliénts .- a. ’ . :
) ; - e, -« b. i s .
o o= - . ' TV : J : S
¥ Peer - % 2 e . ) : .
Associates b.
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