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This study examined training evaluation practices in U.S. nonprofit sector organizations.
It offered a framework for evaluating employee training in the nonprofit sector and suggested
solutions to overcome the barriers to evaluation. A mail survey was sent to 879 individuals who
were members of, or had expressed an interest in, the American Society for Training and
Development. The membership list consisted of individuals who indicated association/nonprofit
or interfaith as an area of interest.

Data from the survey show that training in the nonprofit sector is evaluated primarily at
Level 1 (reaction) and Level 2 (learning). It also shows decreasing use from Level 3 (application)
through Level 5 (ROI). Reaction questionnaires are the primary method for collecting Level 1
data. Facilitator assessment and self-assessment were listed as the primary method for evaluating
Level 2. A significant mean rank difference was found between Level 2 (learning) and the
existence of an evaluation policy. Spearman rho correlation revealed a statistically significant
relationship between Level 4 (results) and the reasons training programs are offered.

The Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed a statistically significant mean rank difference
between “academic preparation” of managers with Level 3 evaluation. The Mann-Whitney U test
was used post hoc and revealed that master’s degree had a higher mean rank compared to
bachelor’s degree and doctorate.

The Mann-Whitney U test revealed that there were statistically significant mean rank

differences on Level 1, Level 2, Level 3, and Level 5 evaluation use with the barriers “little



perceived value to the organization,” “lack of training or experience using this form of
evaluation,” and “not required by the organization.”

Research findings are consistent with previous research conducted in the public sector,
business and industry, healthcare, and finance. Nonprofit sector organizations evaluate primarily
at Level 1 and Level 2. The existence of a written policy increases the use of Level 2 evaluation.
Training evaluation is also an important part of the training process in nonprofit organizations.
Selecting programs to evaluate at Level 5 is reserved for courses which are linked to

organizational outcomes and have the interest of top management.



Copyright 2007

by

Travis K Brewer



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

As a long journey comes to a close, | would likat&nowledge the following
people and organizations for their love, supp@trifice, and assistance as | pursued my
doctoral degree.

To my committee, professors Jerry Wircenski, Jéé, and Mark Dauvis, |
thank you for your support and encouragement. Ancbtmmittee member Jack Phillips,
thank you for agreeing to sit on my committee. pragiate your devotion and expertise
to training evaluation and ROI.

To my partner, Dirk, for supporting and encouragimg when times were tough.
Your deep devotion and undying love kept me goihgmvl really wanted to quit. |
would not be where | am today without your support.

To my parents, Jerry and Sherlene Brewer, | thankfgr your love and support.
Mom, | admire you for the obstacles you have overea life. | get my strength and
perseverance from you. Dad, thank you for helpiegonunderstand that in school |
would “learn how to learn.”

To my mentor and friend, Diane Culwell, | woulddiko thank you for your
wisdom, guidance and support of me during my jowuriv®u allowed me to develop and
grow as a person and as a trainer.

| would also like to acknowledge Patti Phillips ahd ROI Institute. Patti, thank
you for giving me advice and direction during muueey, which kept me focused on
training evaluation. Every time | bugged you witlegtions, you were more than happy
to give me answers. | also appreciate the ROltinstfor the generous grant to support

my study and for the work they do with training kexaion and ROI.



LIST OF TABLES ...t
Chapter
1. INTRODUCTION ..ottt e e e

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Theoretical Framework

Significance of the Study

Purpose of the Study

Research Questions and Hypotheses
Limitations

Delimitations

Definition of Terms

Summary

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE. ...

Introduction
Employer-Sponsored Training
Definition
Need for Training
Training in Nonprofit Sector
Training Evaluation
Definition of Training Evaluation
Frameworks of Evaluation

Phillips’s Five-Level Training Evaluation Framework

Use of Phillips’'s Framework
Findings on Use
Barriers to Use

METHODOLOGY .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e

Introduction

Research Design
Population

Sample

Instrumentation

Variables

Validity

Reliability

Data Collection Procedures



Data Analysis Procedures
Summary

4. FINDINGS ... .o 47

Overview

Demographics

Research Questions Analysis
Hypotheses Analysis
General Comments
Summary of Findings

5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS.............. 80

Overview

Summary of Findings
Discussion of Findings
Limitations of the Results
Conclusions
Recommendations

APPENDICES

REFERENCES ...



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
1. Five-Level ROI FrameworK..... ... 6

2. Use of Evaluation at Each Level...........cov oo 32

3. Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Statisticeé®uees.................ccceene.... 46
4. Type of Nonprofit OrganizationsS............. oo eeeeeeeeeeeeeeieiii e 49
5. Size of Nonprofit Organizations ..............ceueeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiian e eeeeeens 49
6. Respondent DemographiCs ..........cooouui o see s 52

7. ACAdEMIC PreparatiOn ......... oo e ettt s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeeas 53
8. Training Evaluation USE .........ccooiiiiiiiiimmmmmn oot e e 55
9. Reaction Methods of Evaluating Training ........c.coooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciie e 56
10. Learning Methods of Evaluating TraiNiNg...... e 57
11. Application Methods of Evaluating Training .........ccccovvveeiiiiiiiiiiiinieeeeeeeeee 58
12.Results Methods of Evaluating Training .......cccceeioieiieiie e 59
13.Use of ISolation MethOdsS ..........uuuueuiiieeieeeiiei e 60
14.Return on Investment Methods of Evaluating Training..............cccccceceeeeneenn.. 61

15. Difference in the Existence of an Evaluation PoligyEach Level of

V7= 101 1o ] o [ 63
16.Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation dgeCrganizational

(@4 g P = 103 =] 5] (oS 65
17.Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WgeNeed for Training .....66

18. Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WseEvaluation Planning..68

Vi



19. Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WgeReporting of
V7= 1B o] [ 69

20.Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WseTaaining Staff

INVoIved iN EVAIUATION ........ueei e 69
21. Criteria for Selecting Programs to Evaluate at L&&ROI ..............cceevvvvinnnnns 70
22.Criteria for Selecting Methods to Evaluate at LE¥eROI.............cooevvvvevnnnnnnnn. 71
23.Differences in Evaluation Use and Academic Prepamat...............cccccvvvvvnnnnns 73
24.Barriers to Training EValuation ... 75
25.Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LeVie............cccoooveiiii, 76
26.Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LeRe............ccccooveeiiiiiiiinnnnnne. 77
27.Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LE¥e............ccccoevviiiiiiiiiinnnnnee. 78
28.Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at Le¥eROI.............ccccevviviinnnnns 78
29. Comparison of Nonprofit Sector Use of Training Exaion..................ccoevenen. 82

Vii



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

As the world changes, Human Resource DevelopntRD] is taking on a
greater role in increasing effectiveness and efficy in organizations (Gilley, Quatro, &
Lynham, 2003; J.J. Phillips, 1997a, 1997b). Na@le©0) defined HRD as “organized
learning experiences in a definite time periodirease the possibility of improving job
performance [and] growth” (p. 1.3). Learning and performance are aspects of HRD
that have been around since the beginning of tae@emen drew pictures on the walls
of caves to illustrate how to hunt and fish, aresthdrawings were useful in teaching
future generations how to gather food. Apprentigeshnd individual teaching gave way
to group learning as the Unites States experietiethdustrial Revolution of the early
19" century (Miller, 1996; Nadler, 1990).

During the 1940s, in response to the growing fEléiRD, the American Society
for Training Directors (later renamed the Ameri&ortiety for Training and
Development) was established to support workpleaming. The 1960s through the
1980s was a period of great technological advarizesng the 1980s, the desktop
computer was introduced to Americans. The technoéb@dvances brought about a need
for a new and different type of training, and atseated a need for rapid training.
Workers were required to learn at a much fastee palse 1990s through the present day
have seen rapid global expansion and competititwhab competition has put HRD in
the spotlight as a driver of organizational leagnamd change (Miller, 1996; Nadler,

1990).



Human Resource Development is focused on impraviagob performance and
growth of the employee. Training, education, andettgoment are the three areas of
learning in HRD (Nadler, 1990). Each has a distmapose in improving performance
and expanding the growth of employees. Trainirgasning activity to enhance an
employee’s current skills for his or her preseit jas technology changes, training is
necessary to keep pace with these changes. Edupaéipares an individual for a future
job that has been identified, and it enables anl@yep to gain skills for a future job
and/or promotion within the company. Developmenamiemployee refers to individual
growth for the employee but is not tied to any djpecurrent or future job (Laird, 1985;
Nadler, 1990). Personal growth and developmemhortant for employees.
Development opportunities allow employees to cargily learn, which prepares them
for the changes that they will face in the orgattra

Training is one of the most important HRD actestin organizations today. Each
year in the United States, more than 50 million leiyges receive some type of
employer-sponsored training (J.J. Phillips, 199The2004 Industry Rep0|(123d
annual) fromTraining reported that $51.4 billion was spent on trairimg004
(Training, 2004). This figure was up slightly from the $5biBion spent on training in
2003. In 2005, a total of $51.1 billion was budgef@ training {raining, 2005). A
study conducted by Rutgers University estimatetidchmpanies waste between $5.6 and
$16.8 billion each year on training programs thiatiaeffective (Armour, 1998). J.J.
Phillips (1997c¢) pointed out that because orgaianatare spending large amounts of
their budget on training, executives are demantbrighow the return on the investment

for the company. Bottom line results are importarthese executives.



The accountability of HRD programs has emergeahasnportant trend, not only
in the United States but also worldwide (J.J. RIElL997b, 1999; Preskill & Russ-Eft,
2003). J.J. Phillips (1999) listed an increaseaming budgets and the fact that training
is being used as a driver for competitive advantsyevo of the reasons for more
emphasis on the bottom line of training. While mattention has been given to the need
for evaluation of HRD programs in general, andnirag specifically, there is not an
agreed-upon methodology for evaluating programsaduttion to the lack of a standard
method for evaluating HRD programs, HRD profesd®uo#e several barriers to
conducting evaluation of programs. Cost and difficare two of the main barriers to
evaluation (J.J. Phillips 1997a, 1997c), which &sathe HRD professional in an
awkward position. Executives and top management waknow how their dollars are
spent, but cost of evaluating and lack of knowlegigevent training professionals from
conducting evaluation.

While evaluation of training results has been deaed in the for-profit and
government sectors in recent years, Preskill arsbfift (2003) pointed out that
evaluation of training is also being demanded enrtbnprofit sector in the United States.
This sector includes hospitals, schools, churcbasal services, and research centers.
Approximately 42% of nonprofit employees are emplbyn health services, which
includes hospitals and nursing facilities. Approataly 22% of nonprofit employees are
employed in education/research institutions. Scaal legal services make up about 18%
of the nonprofit workforce, with religious organiimms accounting for approximately
12% of the nonprofit workforce. Civic, social ardternal, arts and culture, and

foundations make up the remaining nonprofit wor&&rn 2001 the nonprofit sector



included 12.5 million employees, and from 1997-2G6#& nonprofit sector had
employment growth of 2.5%. During this same pertbd, business sector had only a
1.8% growth in employment while the governmentaebtd only a 1.6% growth
(Weitzman, Jalandoni, Lampkin, & Dolak, 2002).

Accountability is crucial to the nonprofit sect@haritable organizations provide
valuable services to American society. Fundingliese services comes from private and
corporate donations and from government grantsdandrs want to know how their
money is being used. As a result of the corporegedals in the United States, media
outlets began to look at the practices of the nofifpsector in 2002. The investigations
found several practices that were illegal or nptdsl of the nonprofit sector. In 2004 the
leaders of the Senate Finance Committee encouthgaeddependent sector to convene a
panel of leaders from the charitable sector to copeith recommendations to
strengthen the governance, transparency, and atatwlity of the nonprofit sector
(Independent Sector, 2005).

The panel convened several hearings across thedJaiates and came up with
15 recommendations to improve accountability ofrtbeprofit sector. Two of the
recommendations are worth noting. First, the pes@mmended that the government
provide more resources for the Internal Revenuei&e(IRS) so that it can enforce the
reporting requirements of the nonprofit sector. phael also recommended that the
information that nonprofit organizations’ reportsthe IRS become available to the
general public. This move for more transparency alibw the public to gain more

knowledge of the operations of nonprofit organi@asi, which will allow the public to



make better informed decisions about charitabldrdmrtions (Independent Sector,
2005).

Another recommendation the panel made was for mhismosure of performance
data. The panel noted that “every charitable omgin should, as a recommended
practice, provide detailed information about itegrams, including methods it uses to
evaluate the outcomes of programs, and other s¢atisravailable to the public through
its annual report, website, and other means” (Ieddpnt Sector, 2005, p. 37). The panel
encouraged charitable organizations to share nmeteeled information about its
programs in an annual report. Because of the siddbadget of many charitable
organizations, the panel was careful not to reconthteo many changes that would
require government regulations or put undue buateaharitable organizations.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study is basedld. Phillips’s (1997a) Five-
Level Return on Investment (ROI) Framework. TheeHevel Framework adds a fifth
level to Kirkpatrick’'s (1994, 1998) four levels e¥aluation. Phillips expanded

Kirkpatrick’s framework by adding a fifth level s&able 1).



Table 1

Five-Level ROl Framework

Level Brief description
1 Reaction & Planned Action Measures participargaction to the program and out-
lines specific plans for implementation.
2 Learning Measures skills, knowledge, or attitadanges.
3 Job Applications Measures change in behaviohenadb and specific

application of the training material.

4 Business Results Measures business impact pftigeam.

5 Return on Investment Measures the monetary \@ltlee results and costs
for the program, usually expressed as a percentage.

Note.FromHandbook of Training Evaluation and Measurementidds(3® ed.), by J.
J. Phillips, 1997a, (p. 43). Boston: Butterworthiiégnmann Copyright 1997 by Elsevier.
Reprinted with permission.

Level 1, Reaction and Planned Actigmogram participants’ satisfaction is
measured along with a written plan for implementiigat they have learned. This level
varies from Kirkpatrick’s with the addition of aiteon plan. Almost all organizations
use a questionnaire or smile sheet to evaluat@rnat Level 1. A favorable evaluation
at this level does not indicate that participarseeilearned new knowledge or skills (J.J.
Phillips, 1997a).

Level 2, Learningfocuses on assessing the skills and knowleddehba
participants learned during training. Tests, rdeep, simulations, group evaluations, and
skills practice are some of the tools used to adeasning. It is important to assess
learning to ensure that participants have absattedhaterial and know how to use it. A
positive assessment at Level 2 does not indicatepdticipants will apply what they

have learned once they are back on the job (JilipRh1997a).



Level 3, Job Applicationsneasures changes in the behavior of the pantitipa
once back on the job. Various assessment toolsefeel 3 include observation,
subordinate or supervisor interview, sending a tomsaire to the supervisor or
subordinates of the trainee, and participant sgeasment by means of a questionnaire
or focus group. Even though participants are appglyvhat they have learned once back
on the job, this does not guarantee positive bgsinesults (J.J. Phillips, 1997a).

Level 4, Business Resuyliseasurement focuses on actual business results
achieved after participants are sent through tnginiievel 4 measures include output,
guality, time, costs, and customer satisfactiothdftraining program does produce
measurable business results, the cost to condeigrdlgram may outweigh the benefit
received (J.J. Phillips, 1997a).

Level 5, Return on Investmeassessment takes Level 4 a step further.
Measurement at this level compares the monetargfitefrom the program with the
fully loaded cost to conduct the program. ROI igally expressed as a cost/benefit ratio
or a percentage. Conducting an impact study diaitrg program requires completing
all five steps in the framework (J.J. Phillips, 78%

Significance of the Study

Pressure on all business sectors to show accalitytaiziudes the nonprofit
sector, which operates with private donations amceghment and private grants. With
little research on training evaluation and ROIha honprofit sector in the United States,
this study is designed to show the current stateagfing evaluation in this sector. This

study will contribute to the existing literature tyaining evaluation and also test the



validity of previous research (Gomez, 2003; Hi399; P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell,
1997).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to examine how nalfigector organizations in the
United States evaluate employer-sponsored traunsiigg Phillips’s five-level evaluation
framework. This research builds on existing knowkdn how training is evaluated at
the reaction (Level 1), learning (Level 2), applioa (Level 3), impact (Level 4), and
ROI (Level 5) levels. Previous research conduatdouisiness and industry (Twitchell,
1997), healthcare organizations (Hill, 1999), fic@ahservices industry (Gomez, 2003),
and public sector organizations (P.P. Phillips,3&&rves as the basis for the present
study.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Based on research and current literature on trgievaluation use in
organizations, the following two research questiang four hypotheses are tested:

1. What are the predominant levels of training evatuimatonducted in the U.S.

nonprofit sector organizations?
2. What standard methods of evaluating training anegogsed in nonprofit
sector organizations?
HolA: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit

sector organizational characteristics.



HolB: There is no statistically significant relatibis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics.

Ho2: There is no statistically significant relatioisbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector training practices.

Ho3A: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelewaluation and manager
experience.

Ho3B: There is no statistically significant relatibis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelewaluation and manager
experience.

Ho4: There is no statistically significant differenoetween the barriers to training
evaluation in nonprofit sector organizations anchdavel of training
evaluation conducted.

Limitations
The sample for the current study came from memdiiettse America Society for
Training and Development (ASTD) who indicated Asatien/Nonprofit and Interfaith
as areas of interest. Seventy-four useable suweyes returned as useable, for a 9%
return rate. Thus, the ability to generalize thislg’s findings is limited.

Membership in ASTD may indicate a potentially legimterest in performance

improvement and training evaluation issues. Thig hmait the generalizability of the

study’s findings to the larger population of norrtraining professionals.



An incentive was offered to the first 200 respantdef the survey in order to
increase the response rate. Incentives are ofteredfto respondents for this purpose
(Alreck & Settle, 2004; Dillman, 2000; J.J. Phi#igpl997a). A structured data collection
methodology was followed that provided all potelntgspondents the opportunity to
complete and return the survey instrument as adliy Dillman. A structured data

collection methodology helps enhance response rate.

Delimitations

The data for the present study came from membedisoAmerican Society for
Training and Development who indicated Associatitmmprofit and Interfaith forums as
areas of interest. The researcher omitted survayiembers who identified themselves as
training professionals for nonprofit academic msions, which should be considered as
a separate study (P.P. Phillips, 2003). Consultaotssulting companies, vendors of
training materials, and international companiesenadso omitted from the final
population. The study focused on training and huneanurce professionals who work
for U.S. nonprofit organizations and support woaka learning. To be consistent with
previous studies, the researcher omitted nonpoagiénizations based outside the United
States.

Definition of Terms

American Society for Training and Development (AB T2 leading HRD
association with 70,000 members from more thanch@Mtries. Members come from
small, medium, and large businesses; academiaukimgs public sector; and product

and service suppliers.
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Developmentindividual growth for the employee but is notdtieo any specific
current or future job (Laird, 1985; Nadler, 1990).

Education prepares an individual for a specific future fbat has been identified
(Laird, 1985; Nadler, 1990).

Employer-sponsored trainingconsists of activities with specific learning
objectives developed and delivered either within caganization by employees or
through contracting with outside training suppliefhese activities are designed to
produce changes in participants’ skills, knowledge,attitudes that directly impact
present job performance or job performance requimeshter a new position (Hill, 1999,
P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell, 1997).

Human Resource Development (HRDBfers to the training, development, and
education of an organization’s employees (Nadl@90).

Nonprofit sector encompasses the charitable, social welfare, att-lhased
portions of the nonprofit sector, specifically ongaations under 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4)
of the tax code and religious organizations (We#arat al., 2002)

Return on Investment (ROthe simplest form of measurement of the profligbi
of projects. It combines in one number the earnifgst benefits) compared to the
investment (costs) of a program or project and ysically expressed in a ration
(Horngren, 1982; J.J. Phillips, 1997a).

Stakeholderis a person or group with an interest in seeimigething succeed
and without whose support it would fail (Nickol€)05).

Training: is the activity to enhance an employee’s curskills for his or her

present job (Laird, 1985; Nadler, 1990).
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Training evaluation a systematic process to determine the worth, evabr
meaning of a training program or process and howad affected the organization (J.J.
Phillips, 1997a).

Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the fieldraining. Previous studies have
provided a basis for training evaluation in bussnasd industry, healthcare, government,
and financial services. This chapter addressedebd for data on training evaluation in
the nonprofit sector. Chapter 2 focuses on a congmsve review of the training

evaluation literature.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

The first section of the literature review addessthe definition of employer-
sponsored training, the need for training, andhing in the nonprofit sector. The next
section looks at the definition of training evaloat use of evaluation, and models of
evaluation. The final section of the review focusaghe use of the Phillips Five-Level
Framework of training evaluation and ROI, findiragsthe use of evaluation, and barriers
to the use of training evaluation.

Employer-Sponsored Training
Definition

As the field of HRD continues to grow, it is impamt to point out the different
pieces that make up Human Resource Development. ildRidused on improving job
performance and growth of the employee. Trainidgcation, and development are three
distinct components of Human Resource Developni¢adier, 1990). Many HRD
professionals use these terms interchangeablgdmit has a distinct purpose in
improving performance and expanding the growthnopleyees.

Training is the activity to enhance an employegisent skills for his or her
present job. As technology changes, training i®gsary to keep pace with these
changes. Education prepares an individual for aréypb and enables an employee to
gain skills for a future job and/or promotion witlthe company. Development of an
employee refers to individual growth for the emg@eybut is not tied to any specific

current or future job (Laird, 1985; Nadler, 1990).
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Training is one of the most important HRD actegtin organizations today. The
traditional role of training has evolved over treags. With the emergence of technology
and global competition, the traditional role of HRs changed. Training has shifted from
what people must learn to what they must do or tiey perform on the job (Robinson
& Robinson, 1995). Ulrich (1998) suggested thatstiRuld be defined by what it
delivers to the organization and its stakeholdatisar than by what it does. HRD is
moving from the standpoint of supporting strategyélping shape organizational
strategy (Torraco & Swanson, 1995).

Need for Training

Upgrading skills The 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s saw great leapsMn ne
technology, and with this new technology came alrieemore HRD programs. The fast
pace of the development of new technology requinatiworkers learn at a much faster
rate (Miller, 1996; Nadler, 1990). The 1990s throtige present day have seen the
growth of global expansion and competition. As hasses expanded in the United States
and overseas, the need for HRD became even moaeeaqpgNadler, 1990).

The level of knowledge required by today’s workisrshanging every day, and as
a result, the number of jobs requiring specifidlsks increasing. Skilled workers are
constantly being trained and retrained to meetidieands of the job. Nonprofit
organizations are facing the same changes anceoab as for-profit organizations. To
meet these challenges, both types of organizatrarst become learning organizations to
compete in today’s competitive world (Marquardt9&9Senge, 1990; Watkins &
Marsick, 1993, 1996). Learning organizations prarmntinual learning that supports

performance. Because nonprofit organizations drerlatensive, the employees in these
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learning organizations must continually learn apdrade skills in order to remain
competitive. Without additional training, these wexs will miss out on higher paying,
higher skilled jobs (Jamieson & O’Mara, 1991).

The American Management Association (2001) repditat companies that
increased training were three times more likelyetmort increased profits and shareholder
value than the companies that cut back on traif@ognpanies are being urged to hire for
attitude and train for skill (Brannick, 2001). Erapées also want to work for a company
that encourages and supports the acquisition ofskéis and provides opportunities to
change, learn, and grow on the job (Stum, 2001).

Competing for talentNonprofit organizations are competing for totlthe
same as for-profit organizations. With a shrinkiaigor pool, retaining good employees
and competing for talent have become major treadsriganizations. Training and
education programs are more effective in retaieimgployees than increased salary and
benefits (Arthur, 2001). Specifically, programsttimaprove work skills and future career
growth are effective in keeping top talent.

Many nonprofit organizations have cut their budgetrecent years because of
the limited availability of funding. More of theseganizations are competing for
charitable donations, and government funding has lset. Some organizations in the
nonprofit sector have been forced to freeze salamel lay off staff, causing a decrease in
the number of talented individuals. These individuae choosing to go back to work in
the for-profit sector. One solution to a talenteafkiorce is to recruit creative individuals
and provide staff training (“Quality Service,” 199@raining should be focused on skill

building as well as emphasize philosophical comraiitrio the nonprofit organization.
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Training in Nonprofit Sector

Defining nonprofit The nonprofit sector is a large and diverse graup
organizations including hospitals, churches, ursies, environmental advocacy, and
civic groups. Almost 6% of all organizations in thaited States belong to the nonprofit
sector (Weitzman et al., 2002). Of that number&btlong specifically to the
independent sector, which includes the charitedaeial welfare, and faith-based portions
of the nonprofit sector under 501(c)(3) and 50H4(cyf the tax code and religious
congregations. According to Weitzman et al., 2%$§/pf organizations are exempted
from federal income taxation. Information about piaiit organizations remains sparse
despite the efforts of researchers over the pasyéars (Salamon & Sokolowski, 2005).

Charitable organizations, 501(c)(3), are the dakyexempt groups that can
receive tax-deductible donations from individudiglépendent Sector & Urban Institute,
2002). This group includes organizations that secgcational, religious, charitable,
scientific, and literary purposes. Unlike businsssbaritable organizations cannot
distribute any excess revenue to individuals oeositakeholders. Charitable
organizations are also limited with regard to l&dige lobbying.

Social welfare organizations, 501(c)(4), also wiarkthe benefit of the public.
There are no restrictions on the lobbying effoftsaxial welfare organizations. Civic
and social welfare groups and local associatioriseera the majority of this tax-exempt
group (Weitzman et al., 2002).

In 2001 there were approximately 12.5 million wenkemployed in the nonprofit
sector. The independent sector made up 11.7 mitfidhe 12.5 million workers. This

constitutes 9% of the total working populationhe United States. The remaining
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800,000 workers were employed in other nonprofjanizations (Weitzman et al.,
2002). In 1998 the number of Americans volunteefargservice in the nonprofit sector
was 109.4 million. The value of volunteer time vaasestimated $225.9 billion. In that
same year, the independent sector’s estimated eh#re national income was 6.1% or
about $443.6 billion. The entire nonprofit's shafehe national income was 6.7% or
$485.5 billion.

The total revenue for the independent sector 8V Mas estimated at $665
billion. Revenue for nonprofit organizations configsn several sources. Private pay
represents 38%; government grants represent 3i9at@rcontributions, 20%; and 11%,
other contracts and grants (Weitzman et al., 2049&lth Services and Education &
Research combined for 67% of the total revenuelth&ervices constitutes the largest
revenue, at 49% of revenue for the independenbsdtilso has the highest number of
employees and the largest wages. Education ancaRbseonstitutes 18% of the
revenue. Social & Legal Services, Religious Orgatmmns, and Arts & Culture share the
remaining revenue.

Nonprofit versus for-profit trainingeven though the nonprofit sector is a large
employer in the United States and rivals the fddgppaernment in terms of budget
dollars, there is little information about the triaig practices of this sector. Not all
nonprofit organizations are required to complete fle a Form 990 with the Internal
Revenue Service; for example, religious congregatare not required to file a Form 990
with the Internal Revenue Service. The form dodsapture much detailed information
about the nonprofit organization beyond basic foi@nnformation (Independent Sector,

2005). The Panel on the Nonprofit Sector has recena®d that all nonprofit
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organizations release more information relatedhéodperation of the nonprofit
organizations. This will help create more transpayedor the nonprofit sector and will
give donors to nonprofit organizations a more catgpicture of how their donations
are being used.

Each year in the United States, more than 50aniéimployees receive some type
of employer-sponsored training (J.J. Phillips, 199The2004 Industry Rep0|(123d
annual) fromTraining reported that $51.4 billion was spent on trainimg004
(Training, 2004). This figure was up slightly from the $5biBion spent on training in
2003. In 2005Training reported that $51.1 billion was budgeted for fregn(Training,
2005). The report lists data by industry but do&simclude the nonprofit sector
specifically. The nonprofit sector includes heaénvices and education/academic, which
are included as separate industries inTtteening report. The researcher found few
studies or reports focusing on nonprofit trainipgafically. The studies reported in the
training literature dealt with for-profit and govenent organizations. Twitchell’'s (1997)
study focused on technical training in businessiaddstry. Hill's (1999) study of
healthcare organizations in the United States deduor-profit and nonprofit healthcare
institutions. In her study, however, she did ngiort them separately. Gomez (2003)
reported on for-profit financial institutions inglJnited States. P.P. Phillips (2003)
focused her study on federal, state, and local mowental organizations in the United
States. While government and nonprofit institutians separate sectors of business, they
both operate as not-for-profit organizations.

Training’s 2005 annual report surveyed organizations withentioan 100

employees. A random sampleTafaining subscribers was drawn for the survey. The
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organizations were asked about the amount of trgitiiat executives, exempt
(managers), exempt (non-managers), and non-exenglogees receive. Non-exempt
employees receive the majority of training in eatthe industries reporting, ranging
from 31% to 50% of the training provided for traoiital and technical training. Exempt
non-managers and exempt managers receive the igbeshpercentage of training, with
executives receiving the least of the groups.

ASTD'’s State of the Industry Report (Sugrue & Ra;e2005) reported data from
three samples (Benchmarking Survey, Benchmarkimgri@®rganizations, and BEST
Award Winners) that can be used by training protesds as benchmarks for workplace
learning and performance. The Benchmarking SurB®S) is the largest of the three
sources and includes the broadest range of orgammzan terms of size and industry.
The BMS can be thought of as the norm for U.S. mimgdions.

The average amount spent per employee on tralyi@MS organizations was
$955 in 2004. This was up from $820 per employeeptievious 2 years. BMS
organizations also reported providing each emplayeaverage of 32 hours in 2004.
This figure was up from the 2003 amount of 27 hqaisemployee. Overall, average
expenditure for training in the United States iased from previous years. Global
competition and increased focus on organizatior@hth drove up expenditures for
2004 (Sugrue & Rivera, 2005).

There are few studies reporting on the trainirtgzeies in the nonprofit sector.
McMullen and Schnellenberg (2003) reported on skilid training in the Canadian
nonprofit sector. The authors reviewed data fromada’s 1999 Workplace and

Employee Survey (WES), which collected workplaceadeom a representative sample

19



of Canadian workplaces, including nonprofit orgatians. The WES includes only
organizations with one or more paid employees. Seomprofit organizations are run
exclusively by volunteers, so those organizatioesavexcluded from the study. The
survey also excluded religious organizations, wihichot fit into the same type of
business strategy as other nonprofit and for-plnf#inesses. Organizations were
grouped into three broad sectors based on seltdobation: (a) the nonprofit sector; (b)
the quango sector; and (c) the for-profit sectaragjos are nonprofit organizations in
public organizations such as elementary/secondanyads, colleges/universities,
hospitals, and public infrastructure. These orgations are nonprofit organizations, but
because of heavy governmental regulations, thegmbke government organizations.

Over half of the nonprofit employees believed thabstsecondary education was
necessary to do their job, whereas only 36% ofdahgrofit employees felt that a
postsecondary education was important. In all seceanployees noted increases in
overall skill requirements since beginning thelvgoln all three sectors, over 70%
reported that increasing skills was important @ akerall organizational strategy. In the
nonprofit sector, almost all the organizations vthor more employees reported that
increasing employee skills was important to thegrall strategy, whereas only 30% of
organizations with fewer than 20 employees repdttatiincreasing skills was important
(McMullen & Schnellenberg, 2003).

Almost half the employees in the nonprofit andrgasectors reported receiving
training in the previous year, compared with ontyg ¢hird of the for-profit employees
reporting that they had received training. In latee sectors, those employees with a

college degree were more likely to have receivanhitng than other groups. The rate of

20



women in the nonprofit sector participating inmiag was higher than in the for-profit
sector in every occupational and educational gréaipout 36% of the nonprofit
employees and 38% of the employees in the quargorseported that they did not
receive enough training to meet the demands gbtheOnly 27% of the for-profit
employees reported that their training fell shdthe demands of their job (McMullen &
Schnellenberg, 2003).

Training in the nonprofit sector in the United t8tatakes place but is not reported
on aregular basis. A search of books on nonpoofiainizations revealed information on
how to run a nonprofit or how to manage a nonpaffanization. Some books and
articles focused on the skills necessary to leadmgprofit organization. In recent years,
authors, management experts, and educators haveadd creating learning
organizations (Marquardt, 1996; Senge, 1990). Liegrarganizations focus on the
learning process, which prepares them for perfoomamd change. Nonprofit as well as
for-profit organizations must become learning orgations, but nonprofits experience
difficulty with this shift because of scrutiny blye public, an increasing complexity of
social issues, increasing costs and decreasedfyrahid competition from other
nonprofits and for-profit businesses (Dees, 19%nkhack & Young, 1993;
Hodgkinson, Weitzman, Abrahams, Crutchfield, & ®teson, 1996; Young & Salamon,

2002).
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Training Evaluation
Definition of Training Evaluation

Evaluation has been defined in many ways oveydlaes. Tyler (1942) saw
evaluation as a determination of whether prograjeadlves had been achieved, looking
at actual outcomes versus intended outcomes. toallsense, evaluation research
includes all efforts to place value on things, peppvents, or processes (Rossi, Lipsey,
& Freeman, 2004). From an instructional viewpoavaluation may be defined as “the
determination of the merit or worth of a curriculan portion of that curriculum). This
includes gathering information for use in judgihg tmerit of the curriculum, program, or
curriculum materials” (Finch & Crunkilton, 1989, 73). Others have seen evaluation as
a comparison of initial objectives with real prograutcomes using both qualitative and
guantitative methods to assess the results (Jllp&hL997a; Stufflebeam, 1971).
Brinkerhoff (1981) extended the definition of evation to encompass “the systematic
inquiry into training contexts, needs, plans, operaand effects” (p. 66).

Basarab and Root (1992) offered a comprehensiveitigh of evaluation as “a
systematic process of converting pertinent dataimformation for measuring the effects
of training, helping in decision making, documegtnesults to be used in program
improvement, and providing a method for determirtimg quality of training” (p.2).
Stakeholder perspectives also result in the prowisf information to senior
management, which places the perspective on tgaasran investment rather than an
expense. Basarab and Root argued that “the prassssses the total value of a training
system and the actual training or program witheesfo the needs of the participants, the

cost/benefits to the corporation, and the requirgmef the stakeholders” (p. 2). The
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focus in most training evaluations is on measuampyogram’s effect on (a) the
participants, (b) the participant’s work, and (@ brganization (Brinkerhoff, 1991,
Broad & Newstrom, 1992; Dixon, 1990; Kirkpatrick)94; J.J. Phillips, 1991).

The lack of a standard definition of evaluatiortiraming evaluation contributes
to a misunderstanding of how and what to evaluateien, 1999). The termalueand
judgmentare often used when defining evaluation. Thesaddrave different meanings
to different people. Scriven suggested that evalndtas focused on at least three
guestions regarding an intervention: (a) Is it wot? (b) Is there a better way to do it?
(c) Did it have the desired impact? Although vasionethods are used for evaluation, the
information collected allows one to make a judgredut the value of the results
(Shrock & Geis, 1999).

Frameworks of Evaluation

Eight models of evaluation are presented in thedign. These models or
frameworks were cited in numerous articles and bawkevaluation. They use levels or
categories or a mix of measures to present thenfysdof evaluation.

Cost-benefit analysig'his model is probably the oldest process use/auate
the feasibility of expenditures on all programssibased on the theoretical frameworks
of economics and finance. The purpose of cost-liteanedlysis is to ensure that society
maintains an optimum level of efficiency in allocatresources (Mishan, 1960;
Musgrave, 1969; Nas, 1996). Cost-benefit analyanshe traced back to London in 1667.
In the United States it began to be used, withudeagy, after the passage of the River
and Harbor Act of 1902 and the Flood Control Acil®86 (Prest & Turvey, 1965;

Thompson, 1980). The cost-benefit ratio is onénefdarliest methods for evaluating
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training investments (Marrelli, 1993). This processnpares the training program'’s cost
with the benefits by dividing the program beneliiysthe cost of the program.
Kirkpatrick’s four-level frameworkl'he most widely used and best-known
framework for evaluation is the Kirkpatrick mod8rémley & Kitson, 1994; Kaufman &
Keller, 1994; Kirkpatrick, 1994; J.J. Phillips, I89. In recent years, Kirkpatrick's model
of evaluation has been criticized (Holton, 1996 a880on & Holton, 1999). Holton
argued that the model is not really a model butaiah taxonomy of possible intervention
outcomes in need of further research to fully depehe theory. Holton also indicated
that the causal linkages between the levels ar&.viResearch on the Kirkpatrick
evaluation model indicates that the levels arehierarchical (Alliger & Janak, 1989;
Clement, 1978), suggesting that a trainee’s reactievel 1) does not need to be positive
in order to experience a gain in knowledge (LeyelA2change in behavior (Level 3) in
the workplace, after attendance in a training paogrcould be a result of something
other than the learning (Level 2) from the progr&ther research has been conducted on
Kirkpatrick’s four-level framework, and in some eagelationships have been found
between the different levels. Warr, Allen, and B{fP99) found strong associations
among reaction (Level 1) measures of enjoymentgmeed usefulness, and motivation
to transfer and learning (Level 2), with weakeroasstions found between reaction and
job behavior and between learning outcomes antbédlavior. Warr and Bunce (1995)
indicated that a strong association exists betvwesaming and job performance (Level 2
and Level 3), and Bledsoe (1999) found weak assongamong reaction and results

and behavior and results.
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During the late 1950s, while at the University ofsébnsin, Kirkpatrick wrote a
series of four articles called “Techniques for Exding Training Programs,” which were
published in the American Society for Training @elvelopment journallraining and
DevelopmentHis reason for developing his framework was t@arify the elusive term
‘evaluation’ (Kirkpatrick, 1994, p. xiii). Kirkpaick’s four levels have been referred to
as “stages, criteria, types, categories of measanesmost commonly, levels of
evaluation” (p. 10).

Kirkpatrick’s (1994) framework consists of four kg of evaluation. The levels
of evaluation are Level 1, reaction; Level 2, |éagn Level 3, job behavior; and Level 4,
results. Reaction (Level 1) is a measure of howi@pants react to the training program.
It is a measure of customer satisfaction. Learfiryel 2) is concerned with measuring
the knowledge gained during the program. Job beh#kevel 3) is concerned with
measuring how well the participant applies the keawledge or skills back on the job.
This level of evaluation is important in that itdresses the issue of training transfer.
Level 3 evaluations often show that even thougileg took place (Level 2), the skills
are seldom fully applied back on the job (Robin&oRobinson, 1998; Ulrich, 1997).
Conducting a Level 3 evaluation can help uncover#asons that participants do not
apply the new skills on the job. Results (Leveteflects the evaluation of training’s
impact on the organization’s business resultshitlevel of evaluation, questions
regarding improvement in organizational effectivenare answered.

Kaufman'’s five levels of evaluatio®ther evaluators have expanded
Kirkpatrick’s original four-level framework. Kaufnmeand Keller (1994) expanded the

original four-level framework to include a fifthvel, arguing that Kirkpatrick’'s model
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was intended to evaluate training and that orgéinizsare now seeking to evaluate other
types of development events. Kaufman expandeddfieition of Level 1, adding a fifth
level that addresses societal issues. This leveemevaluation beyond the organization
to look at how society is affected by the interv@mtand how the program impacts the
environment around the organization.

Phillips’s five-level ROI frameworlReturn on investment (ROI) has been used in
business as a means of determining the value wivastment in financial terms.
Phillips’s framework is comparable to Kirkpatrickisut Phillips expanded Kirkpatrick’s
four-level framework by adding a fifth level, RQReturn on investment is calculated in
order to show value, in financial terms, of a tnagninvestment (J.J. Phillips, 1991). The
levels of Phillips’s framework are (1) reaction gndnned action; (2) learning; (3) job
application; (4) business results; and (5) returmneestment. Level 1, reaction and
planned action, is similar to Kirkpatrick’s Levebiit also includes a plan of what
participants intend to apply from the program. Seasearchers have argued that ROl is
contained in Kirkpatrick’s fourth level, results)cathat a fifth level is not needed
(Lanigan, 1997). The fifth level adds the cost-Bramalysis that is essential to calculate
ROI, requiring that any change in Level 4, resuitssconverted into monetary value and
compared to the costs of the program (J.J. Phillip86a; P.P. Phillips, 2002).

Another component of Phillips’s five-level framefkas the step to isolate the
effects of training (J.J. Phillips, 1996b). Othaftuences or factors may contribute to
improved performance (Davidove, 1993). Some reseaschave argued that if a control
group cannot be used, the step to isolate theteftédraining will be invalid and should

not be used (Benson & Tran, 2002; Spitzer & Convé{?2). Other methods are
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available to determine the cause and effect relakip, which will provide a credible
ROI calculation. Omitting this step in the procesk result in an incorrect, invalid, and
inappropriate ROI calculation (J.J. Phillips, 1997dhe five-level framework also
provides a way to present intangible data that weteconverted to monetary value.
Advocates for financial evaluation of training mdiffer on the approach to use, but
agree that it is possible (Noonan, 1993; Parry619997; J.J. Phillips, 1997a, 1997b,
1997c; Shelton & Alliger, 1993).

CIRO. Warr, Bird, and Rackham (1970) presented andtherlevel framework.
CIRO stands for the four levels Context, Input, &ea, and Outcome. They believe that
before assessing reactions and outcome, there teebdsan analysis of the context and
inputs. Context evaluation involves looking at tuerent operational situation to help
determine the training needs and objectives. ligpuiformation about possible training
methods or techniques that can be used to seketiet$t choice of training intervention,
and reaction looks at gathering participant viemd suggestions about the training
program. This level is similar to Kirkpatrick’s r&#on level, but with greater emphasis
on suggestions to help change the training prog€@ucome evaluation looks at the
results of training at an immediate, intermediate] ultimate level.

CIPP. The CIPP model of evaluation was developed biflSbheam (1983) and
presents a framework around the program objectitiestraining content and facilitation,
program implementation, and program outcomes. GtBRds for context, input, process,
and product evaluation. Context evaluation helggdamning and developing the program
objectives. This evaluation looks at the accepitstof the objectives to the

organization/societal culture and their relevamgput evaluation helps determine the
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design by examining the capability, resources, difidrent stages of program
development. Process is concerned with the impléatien of the program and
providing feedback about the materials, facilitatord presentation of the program.
Product evaluation refers to the outcomes of tlhgnam, which helps to judge and react
to the program attainments in terms of outputs@artdomes.

Indiana University’s business impact ISD modblenda, Pershing, and
Reigeluth (1996) developed an evaluation taxonoasel on six strata, which were not
intended to be a hierarchy of importance. The &rst last strata are additions to
Kirkpatrick’s four-level framework. Stratum 1, agty accounting, examines training
volume and the number of participants in the progr&tratum 2, participant reactions,
measures the participant’s satisfaction with tregpmm. Stratum 3, participant learning,
measures the extent to which the participants eéxmowledge and skills taught during
the program. Stratum 4, transfer of learning, messsthe transfer of the training, and
looks at the extent to which participants are uswuh@t they learned back on the job.
Stratum 5, business impact, examines the extamhich employee performance has
improved and whether this improvement affects pabflity. Stratum 6, social impact,
attempts to measure the effect the changed perfar@ena the organization has on
society. The sixth stratum is similar to Kaufmaul &eller’s (1994) societal impact.

Success case evaluatidduccess case evaluation (Brinkerhoff & Dres2662)
uses purposive sampling rather than random samglimg success case study process
has two fundamental parts. The first part focusepanticipants who were the most
successful and participants who were the leastesstal at applying the knowledge and

skills from the training program. The second p&the process involves drawing a
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sample from the most and least successful. The suasessful are interviewed to
determine the exact nature and extent of theiresgccThe random sample of the least
successful is interviewed to determine why theyenerable or unsuccessful in applying
the new knowledge and skills.
Phillips’s Five-Level Training Evaluation Framework

“Almost every discussion of training and developitnevaluation begins by
mentioning Donald Kirkpatrick’s well-known four-lels of evaluation” (Medsker &
Roberts, 1992, p. 1). Almost 50 years after pubigiis articles of the four steps of
evaluation, Kirkpatrick’s framework is still populamong practitioners. In recent years,
Phillips’s five-level framework (an expansion ofrkpatrick’s four-levels) has gained in
popularity. This section presents findings fromesestudies on the use of the four-level
and five-level frameworks.
Use of Phillips’s Framework

Twitchell (1997) conducted a study of U.S. busirasd industry organizations
providing technical and skills training. He drevs Bample from ASTD’s Technical and
Skills Training professional practice. He collectita using a survey that he authored
jointly with Jack Phillips (an expert in the fietd evaluation) and Dr. Ed Holton I
(Associate Professor in Human Resource Developmewijchell’'s sample population
was 348 organizations. The number of usable sumetysned was 112, resulting in a
35% response rate. Respondents indicated theyaggal@.74% of their programs at
Level 1; 47.05% at Level 2; 30.54% at Level 3; @0cB2% at Level 4. Twitchell

included ROI with Level 4 in his study.
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A study of the healthcare industry (Hill, 1999pated that 80.58% of
respondents evaluated their programs at Level 5982 at Level 2; 30.77% at Level 3;
16.70% at Level 4; and 3.73% at Level 5. Hill baBedstudy on Twitchell’'s (1997)
study. She used Twitchell's survey instrument, Esabn: Present Practices in Business
and Industry: Technical Training. Hill expanded trgginal survey instrument to include
guestions regarding criteria for an effective R@thod and selection of programs for
evaluation at the ROI level. Hill surveyed memb&fr&STD’s Healthcare Forum,
receiving 277 surveys from a total mailing of 1,078

A study of Canadian companies was conducted trm@te the extent to which
organizations were evaluating programs (Blanch&ndcker, & Way, 2000). The
majority of organizations responding (71%) were &han-owned companies. Of the
remaining 29%, more than 71% indicated they websisliaries of American-owned
companies with offices in Canada. Information akexaluation of management and non-
management programs was included in the survethéianagement programs, 71%
evaluated at Level 1; 17.2% at Level 2; 37.2% atel 8; and 42.8% at Level 4. For the
non-management programs, 68.3% evaluated at Le3dl.Q% at Level 2; 46.9% at
Level 3; and 35.9% at Level 4.

Gomez (2003) surveyed members of the financialiees industry affiliated with
DALBAR, Inc., which is an independent financial\gees research and rating company.
It develops standards for, and provides reseaatimgs, and rankings of intangible
factors to the mutual fund, broker/dealer, discduokerage, life insurance, and banking
industries. Gomez used the survey instrument dpeeldy Twitchell (1997) and adapted

by Hill (1999). It was sent to individuals who repented 112 DALBAR-affiliated firms

30



in the financial services industry. A total of 52&eys were returned for an overall
response rate of 50%. Programs were evaluated ®7a29evel 1; 54.43% at Level 2;
26.45% at Level 3; 4% at Level 4; and 10.04% ateléy ROI.

Each year the American Society for Training anddd@ment surveys
businesses across the United States to look atstiartraining and development. The
results of the survey are presented in the anrtaéé 8f the Industry report. The report is
a good indicator of what is taking place in the kpdace learning and performance field.
It also provides organizations data by which todmemark their own learning and
training practices. Three samples provide datdhereport. Benchmarking Service
Organizations (BMS) includes the broadest rangargdnizations in the United States in
terms of size and industry and should be considiénetl.S. norm. Benchmarking Forum
Organizations (BMF) represent very large and magthpal organizations, most of
which are headquartered in the United States. B&§dnizations are those organizations
that have won ASTD BEST awards, given to organiratithat demonstrate a link
between learning and performance (Sugrue & Kim42@ugrue & Rivera, 2005).

In 2003, BMS organizations reported evaluatingiireg programs 74% at Level
1; 31% at Level 2; 14% at Level 3; and 8% at Lekdlevel 5, ROI, data were not
reported for 2003 (Sugrue & Kim, 2004). In 2005leasion methods were not collected
for BMS organizations for 2004; instead, a spesiaivey on evaluation methods for
BMF organizations was conducted. In 2004 orgaronatreported evaluating programs
91.3% at Level 1; 53.9% at Level 2; 22.9% at Le3;el.6% at Level 4; and 2.1% at
Level 5, ROI (Sugrue & Rivera, 2005). Table 1 sumpes the use of training

evaluation.
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Table 2

Use of Evaluation at Each Level

Blanchard, Sugrue & Sugrue &
Twitchell Hill Thacker, & Way Gomez Phillips Kim Rivera
(1997) (1999) (2000) (2003) (2003) (2004) (2005)
Mgt. Non-
Magt.
Level 1, 72.7% 80.6%  71.0% 68.3% 87.3% 72.2% 74.0% 91.3%
Reaction
Level 2, 47.1% 52.6% 17.2% 31.0% 54.4% 31.7% 31.0% 53.9%
Learning
Level 3, 30.5% 30.8% 37.2% 46.9% 26.5% 20.4% 14.0% 22.9%
Application
Level 4, 20.8% 16.7%  42.8% 35.9% 14.0% 12.2% 8.0% 7.6%
Impact
Level 5, 3.7% 10.0% 5.3% 2.1%
ROI

Note The Twitchell study included ROI in Level 4.

Findings on Use

The studies on training evaluation represent @weéghge of organization size and

characteristics. The BMS in the 2004 State of tiori$try (Segrue & Kim, 2004) report

represents organizations in the United States avitaverage of 6,866 employees

compared with the BMF organizations in the 200®refSegrue & Rivera, 2005), with

an average of 57,868 employees. P.P. Phillips’8326tudy of public sector

organizations indicated that 74% of the organizetibave 3,000 employees or fewer.

Only 5% had over 20,000 employees. Gomez’s (20Q@lyof financial services

organizations shows that 80% of the responses &@ameorganizations with over 2,500

employees.
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Hill's (1999) study represented for-profit, nonptpprivately owned,
government-owned, and university-owned healthcacgities. Fifty-two percent of the
organizations in Hill’s study had fewer than 3,@fployees; 34% had 3,000-10,000
employees; and 14% had more than 10,000 employaatshell’'s (1997) study includes
private sector organizations. Fifty-two percenth@ organizations in Twitchell’s study
have fewer than 3,000 employees. There was angeefad,500 employees in the
organizations in his study. The Blanchard et 0(® study included private sector and
public sector organizations in Canada.

Use of each level of training evaluation variepateding on a variety of variables.
Research in technical training (Twitchell, 1997akiecare (Hill, 1999), and financial
services (Gomez, 2003) found low positive correlatibetween programs delivered to
change performance or outcomes and the level dfi@wan used. Gomez found the
highest correlations between Level 4 evaluation@gdnizational outcomes. Hill found
significant relationships between reasons for ingmprograms and the use of Levels 1, 2,
3, and 4.

There were significant relationships between managgerience and the
percentage of evaluation conducted at each ofwaki&tion levels (P.P. Phillips, 2003).
Twitchell (1997) found a low, positive correlatibetween Level 3 and a technical
manager’s training experience. Stakeholder persfeist often viewed as the proponent
for evaluating training programs at the variousls\(Michalski & Cousins, 2001; J.J.
Phillips, 1997a). Twitchell found a low positivdagonship between managers’
perceptions of the value of Levels 1, 2, 3, and drniproving training and the percentage

of evaluations conducted at each level.
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Relationships were found between the existenca efvaluation policy and
evaluation at each of the levels (P.P. Phillip€®30Significantly higher levels of
evaluation are conducted at all five levels whemaaduation policy is in place in the
organization. Significant correlations exist betwége extent to which evaluation

planning occurs during the training process ancelsey, 2, 3, 4, and 5 as well as the

routine reporting of evaluation results to exeaaitivanagement and Levels 2, 3, 4, and 5

(Hill, 1999). Evaluation planning occurs prior tmogram development for Levels 1, 2,

and 5 and as the first step in program developrogrtevels 3 and 4 evaluations (P.P.

Phillips, 2003). Gomez (2003) found positive catieins between program evaluation at

most levels and prior program planning. A signifiteelationship exists between Level 5
evaluation and evaluation planning as the firgp stethe process. Gomez also found a
significant relationship between Level 3 evaluatiom evaluation planning prior to
program development.
Barriers to Use

A number of barriers exist that prevent organ@atifrom evaluating at various
levels. The most often cited reasons for not evadgat the five levels include (a) not
required by the organization; (b) cost; (c) lackrafning or experience; and (d) little
perceived value to the organization (Gomez, 20018; 1999; P.P. Phillips, 2003;
Twitchell, 1997). Other barriers found in thesed&ts include a policy prohibiting
evaluation by training and union opposition. Thisra significant association between
the barriers at Level 1 and the existence of atuatian policy. There is also a
significant relationship between Levels 4 and 5 emst in person-hours and/or capital

and the type of organization (P.P. Phillips, 2003).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine how ndr@@ctor organizations in
the United States evaluate employer-sponsoredrigausing Phillips’s five-level
evaluation framework. Research questions guidirggstudy are the following: (a) How
is formal, employer-sponsored training evaluatethexnonprofit sector in the United
States? (b) How do existing patterns, trends, nisthand/or models of training
evaluation vary according to organizational chamastics? (c) What barriers to training
evaluation exist in nonprofit sector organizations?
Research Design
This study used survey research methodology, taeftestive and dependable
method for gathering data (Alreck & Settle, 20@Qrvey data may be collected via
mail, telephone, and in-person surveys (Rea & Ratld97). Survey research is used
widely used in education as well as in other redeareas (McMillan, 2004). According
to McMillan, survey research is popular because versatile and efficient and the
results are generalizable. Mail surveys can addregsle variety of issues and concerns.
Although email and Web-based surveys are gainimgppularity, the mail survey is still
the best method to collect data from a large saifiplenan, 2000). Because email
addresses were not available to the researcheséwith an e-based survey, the

researcher chose a mail survey as the method afcdiection for this research.
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Population
The population for this study came from trainimgldauman resource
development professionals who joined ASTD or inidaan interest in ASTD. The
population selected nonprofit/association or irgtiinfas an area of interest when joining
or inquiring about ASTD. The ASTD mailing list wabtained from Chessie Lists, a
third-party servicing organization for associatrmembership lists.

ASTD is a professional organization for traininglatevelopment practitioners
and is the largest organization in the world daéddo training and development. Its
membership is more than 70,000 and consists afitgdirectors, trainers, consultants,
academia, government, and training vendors. W8A D, each member selects a
professional interest forum. Two forums that supponprofit issues are the interfaith
and association/nonprofit interest groups. Thesewsed in the current study. The
ASTD forum members should represent organizatidmsse training professionals have
an interest in and knowledge of industry practi@asgitchell, 1997). The ASTD mailing
list was cleaned up by eliminating consultantsnirg suppliers, professors, incomplete
addresses, and members whose organizational redhtpcould not be determined. After
data cleanup, there were 1,068 names between thgrowps.

The purpose of using two forum lists from ASTD wadroaden the
representation of nonprofit sector training proi@sals. Interfaith organizations are not
classified by the Internal Revenue Service as 503)or 501(c)(4) organizations, but
they are considered nonprofit organizations. Albgosoliciting feedback from two lists, a
broader stakeholder perspective (Michalski & Cosis2001; Nickols, 2005) could be

examined. The results of the study are reportedgasup rather than reporting individual
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results for each group of potential respondents. tdhal number of potential respondents
for the current study is 1,068.
Sample

The study utilized a random sample taken from tBd B mailing lists. With the
target population scattered throughout the UniteadeS, random sampling makes
economical sense (Alreck & Settle, 2004). In otdegeneralize the results to the ASTD
Interfaith and Association/Nonprofit sector traigipopulation at the .05 level of
significance, 285 responses were required (Kr&ddorgan, 1970). This number
represents approximately 25% of the total potenéighondents. Similar studies have
reported response rates between 24 and 35% (B8D;1P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell,
1997). To account for nonresponse rate, the nuofjgstential respondents was
increased by 15%, for a total random sample siA80f Due to the low response rate
from the random sample, the researcher made thgi@®to send surveys to the
remaining 738 potential respondents in the stughufadion.

Instrumentation

The survey instrument for this research projebiaised on P.P. Phillips’s (2003)
Training Evaluation in Public Sector Organizatieasvey. Hill (1999) based her survey
on a previous survey, Evaluation: Present PracticesS. Business and Industry:
Technical Training (Twitchell, 1997). The surveysTwitchell and Hill both represent
Kirkpatrick’s four-level evaluation framework. Hi#éxpanded her survey to include
guestions to isolate ROI (Level 5) from the otharrflevels of measurement, and
Twitchell included ROI in Kirkpatrick’'s Level 4 gggons. Phillips modified the survey

Training Evaluation in Public Sector Organizatiomseveral ways:
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A new Section E was added to further isolate R@WVEL 5) from the other four
levels of measurement. Question E13 includes tineitelogy Level 5 next to
Return on Investment (ROI) to distinguish ROI frdma other levels of
measurement. Demographic information in SectioraB modified slightly to
reflect public sector titles and organization cleggastics. Question F1 was
eliminated due to its inappropriateness for theeaech study. Question F2 was
reworded to reflect the public sector organizatypes. Question 7 includes titles
representative of public sector organizations. Qoe$8 was changed to include
job function titles representative of public seaioganizations. A new question
was added to Section A, B, C, D, and the new Sedito determine the
stakeholder perspective of the importance of theua levels of
measurement.... Terminology was modified to refleetdppropriate terminology

used within public sector organizations. (p.51)

The survey instrument for the present study, Suofdraining Evaluation in the
Nonprofit Sector, closely represents P.P. Philsg2003) survey, with only minor
modifications. Question G1 was changed to refleetarious types of nonprofit sector
organizations. Question G6 was modified to refjebttitles in nonprofit organizations
(see Appendix A for the survey instrument).

Variables
Hill (1999) and Twitchell (1997) found a numbeniriables that
significantly influenced the application of thefdifent levels of evaluation. In both
research studies, six independent variables wergifed: organization characteristics,

training manager experience, training process, faetaining, barriers to evaluation,
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and criteria for selecting programs. Michalski &wlisins (2001) and Nickols (2005)
suggested that a stakeholder perspective is imgatad an influencer of evaluation. In
her study, P.P. Phillips (2003) added stakeholdespective as a seventh category of
variables that influence training evaluation. Hoe turrent study, each independent
variable was tested to determine whether a positiveegative relationship existed
between it and each level of evaluation. The categdor the independent variables are
as follows: (a) Organization Characteristics (Syr@aiestions G1, G2, F10, G4, G8); (b)
Manager Experience (Survey Questions G6, G7, G9);&&) Training Process (Survey
Questions F1, F15, F5); (d) Need for Training (8yrQuestion F2); (e) Barriers to
Evaluation (Survey Question E4); and (f) Critena $electing Programs (Survey
Question F13).

The dependent variables represent the five lefedsauation (Survey Questions
Al, B1, C1, D1, E1) described by J.J. Phillips (28P Phillips’s five-level ROI
framework is an extension of Kirkpatrick’s origirfaur-level evaluation framework. The
Phillips five-level ROI framework is as follows:)(Reaction and Planned Action (Level
1); (b) Learning (Level 2); (c) Job Applicationseftel 3); (d) Business Results (Level 4);
and (e) Return on Investment (Level 5).

Validity

Validity refers to the “appropriateness, meanihgéss, and usefulness of the
specific inferences made from test scores” (Ameri€ducational Research Association,
American Psychological Association, and Nationali@al on Measurement in

Education, 1985, p. 9). The test questions ar@aeitalid nor invalid, but rather the
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inferences made from the scores are considered @ainvalid. Three types of evidence
to establish validity are content, criterion, amestruct validity (Litwin, 1995).
Content Validity

Content validity involves a review of the instrunhéy those who have
knowledge of the subject matter. Content validstgstablished by a group of trained
individuals without the use of quantifiable statist(Litwin, 1995). Because the proposed
survey instrument has been used in previous rdsé@amez, 2003; Hill, 1999; P.P.
Phillips, 2003; Twitchell, 1997), some level of ¢tent validity exists. Twitchell made
every effort to use common terms to increase thel lef clarity of the respondents. The
survey was also reviewed by a group of expertaiding members of a graduate research
class, training managers, training specialistsj@cac researchers, and two business and
industry experts on training evaluation (Twitch&®97).

Hill (1999) adapted the original survey instrumearther study on the healthcare
industry. Five experienced training professionalseawed the instrument for content
validity. These professionals were asked to assmds question as it related to the
research question, and their assessment estabsigpeadrt that the survey questions were
related to the research questions.

P.P. Phillips (2003) asked eight public sector exygés to review the survey
instrument and rank the questions based on thewaece. Five employees submitted
suggestions for improvement. The suggestions irdweiminating a duplicate question,
clarifying the definitions of the measures of ewion, and clarifying instructions for
answering the questions. These respondents indieatkear understanding of the survey

guestions.
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The researcher asked four nonprofit training psitesals to review the survey
instrument for understanding of the questions. Twexe also asked to give feedback on
guestions G1, type of nonprofit organization, ar§] @b titles in nonprofit
organizations. Three of the four responded withtaathl suggestions for job titles. The
three respondents indicated an understanding afuéstions asked in the survey.
Criterion Validity

Criterion validity examines how one instrument c@mgs to a similar instrument.
Criterion validity may be broken down into concuntrgalidity and predictive validity.
Concurrent validity judges the instrument agairteeninstruments in the literature that
are considered the standard for assessing the\samble. Predictive validity refers to
an instrument’s ability to predict future behavweroutcome. Both concurrent and
predictive validity are calculated as correlati@efficients between the test and a
secondary outcome (Litwin, 1995).

Construct Validity

Construct validity is a theoretical measure of sy instrument’s
meaningfulness in practical use. This type of vglic the most difficult to assess
because of the timeframe required (Litwin, 199%¢vidus studies (Gomez, 2003; Hill,
1999; P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell, 1997) did meport construct validity.

Reliability

Reliability of an instrument is concerned with tieplication of the data or
outcomes (Litwin, 1995). In survey research, redeans are concerned with random
error and measurement error. Random error is urghadde error that occurs in all

research. To reduce error, a larger sample camadvend Measurement error refers to how
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well an instrument performs in the population ofdst It is a major threat to establishing
reliability of an instrument (American Educatiofi@search Association et al., 1985),
reducing the reliability of an instrument and affieg the generalizability of the
outcomes. Because no instrument is perfect, angssashould expect some
measurement error. To minimize measurement errimprove the precision of the
instrument in the current study, respondents wea/idl from two databases rather than
one. Previous studies (Gomez, 2003; Hill, 1999; PHllips, 2003; Twitchell, 1997) did
not report reliability measures.
Data Collection Procedures

A survey instrument was mailed to 330 members $TB who indicated
Association/Nonprofit as an area of interest witthieir respective professional
associations. Because the data collection methea lgaeater affect on response rates
than the survey instrument itself, the tailorediglesnethod by Dillman (2000) was used
as the basis for data collection. A pre-noticeslgprinted on the University of North
Texas (UNT) Department of Technology and Cogniteiterhead was mailed to all
potential respondents in a standard No. 10 enveloihethe researcher’s return mailing
address. The pre-notice letter alerted the respasadieat they would be receiving a
request for help with an important study. P.P.IRisil(2003) noted that she received
positive feedback from respondents on the useeopth-notice letter. Some indicated
that they responded because they knew the survegeoming and also knew the purpose
of the survey (see Appendix B for a copy of the-poéce letter).

The survey and a detailed cover letter explaimvhg a response is important

were mailed 5 days after the pre-notice letter. ddneer letter was printed on UNT-

42



Department of Technology and Cognition letterh&duk survey was printed in booklet
format and contained an identifying number that wsed to determine who had and had
not returned a survey. The identifying number watsused to identify respondents with
any answers on the questionnaire. The accompacpver letter emphasized the
confidentiality of the survey and explained theniilying number on the survey. The
guestionnaire was sent by first class mail in ax912.5 envelope. A stamped, self-
addressed return envelope was included in the gyaeket. According to Dillman
(2000), past research indicates a higher resp@atsavhen an actual first-class stamp is
used as opposed to bulk mailing or third-classages{see Appendix C for a copy of the
cover letter).

The questionnaire mailing was followed by a thgok-postcard sent
approximately 1 week after the questionnaire. Tostgard expressed appreciation for
completing the survey and reminded those who hadasponded that it was hoped that
they would return the completed questionnaire sdbe. postcard reminder was an
attempt to distinguish it from the previous maiBn@illman (2000) uses a different type
of correspondence with each mailing to distinguigtom previous mailings (see
Appendix D for a copy of the postcard).

A replacement questionnaire was mailed approxipdteveeks after the initial
guestionnaire to those who had not returned a cetegblsurvey. The cover letter
indicated that the respondent’s survey had not beszived and urged the recipient to
respond. The replacement questionnaire was sdntsbyglass mail and contained a

stamped, self-addressed envelope for returningdhepleted survey. Dillman (2000)
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recommended adding a postscript to the cover lett#iing the participants to call or
email with questions or concerns. The replacemewgrcletter is shown in Appendix E.

Due to the low response rate to the first two mgd (5% of the total population),
a final replacement questionnaire was not serftdsd who had not responded to either
of the previous mailings. The researcher made d¢oesibn to send the remaining 738
potential respondents a copy of the survey, accamgdy a cover letter, to boost the
response rate. The survey was sent by first-claslsamd included a cover letter and a
stamped, self-addressed envelope. The cover fettére survey is shown in Appendix
C.

Data Analysis Procedures

Descriptive and inferential statistics were ugethe study. Data analysis was
performed using the Statistical Package for thegb&ciences (SPSS) version 13.0 for
Windows to test the questions and hypotheses s8tali procedures included descriptive
statistics, correlations, the Mann-Whitndytest and the Kruskal-Wallld test. Table 3
lists the research questions and hypotheses vathdbociated analysis for each. Based
on research and current literature on trainingueat&n use in organizations, the
following two research questions and four hypoteegere tested:

1. What are the predominant levels of training evatuatonducted in the

United States nonprofit sector organizations?
2. What standard methods of evaluating training anegogsed in nonprofit
sector organizations?

Research questions 1 and 2 were answered usingefieigs and mean averages.

Frequencies are displayed for the number of orgdioizs evaluating at each level. Mean
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averages are reported based on the extent to whiemizations evaluate programs at
each level.

HolA: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics.

HolB: There is no statistically significant relatibis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics.

Ho2: There is no statistically significant relatioisbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector training practices.

Ho3A: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelewaluation and manager
experience.

Ho3B: There is no statistically significant relatibis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelew@uation and manager
experience.

Ho4: There is no statistically significant differenoetween the barriers to training
evaluation in nonprofit sector organizations anchdavel of training

evaluation conducted.
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Table 3

Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Statisticaldeoes

Questions/hypotheses Survey questions Procedures
Research question 1 Al,B1,C1,D1,E1 Mean Average,
Frequency
Research question 2 A2,B2,C2,D2, E2 Frequency

HolA and H1B

Ho2

Ho3A and H3B

Hod

IV: F10, G1, G2, G3, G4,

G8
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

IV: F1, F3, F15
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

IV: F2
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

IV: G6, G12
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

IV: G9, G10
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

IV: Ad, B4, C4, D4, E4
DV: Al, B1, C1, D1, E1

Mann WhitneyU
test/Kruskal Wallis H
test/Pearson
Correlation/Spearman
Rho Correlation

Point Biserial
Correlation/Spearman
Rho Correlation

Spearman Rho
Correlation

Kruskal WallisH test
Spearman Rho
Correlation

Mann WhitneyU test

Summary

This chapter discussed the research design, gapuland sample. Data

collection procedures and data analysis were alimed and discussed. Chapter 4

contains the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
Overview

This chapter presents the findings of the studyiadddes the following
sections: (a) Demographics, (b) Research Quesfioaly/sis, (c) Hypotheses Analysis,
(d) General Comments, and (e) Summary. The dembigrapction discusses the target
population, sample, and response rate. The Res@arestions and Hypotheses Analysis
sections contain the results of the descriptivessies for the research questions and
hypotheses. The Hypotheses Analysis also disctissessults of the statistical tests and
the reject or fail-to-reject findings for each. TGeneral Comments section discusses
participant comments related to the study.

Demographics

The target population for this study was trainimgfessionals working in
nonprofit organizations in the United States. Thpylation was taken from the ASTD
membership list. The list includes members in nofiporganizations as well as religious
organizations who have direct or indirect respahsés for training. Consultants,
professors, and members whose organization typld oot be determined were excluded
from the study. After cleaning the data, 1,068 wthials were identified for the study.
Surveys were sent to a random sample of 330 pateaSpondents. In order to
generalize to the population of 1,068 at the .@®llef significance, 285 responses were
needed. The researcher increased the number @&ysusent to 330 to account for
nonrespondents. Forty surveys were returned bytiied States Postal Service as

undeliverable due to incorrect addresses or resgpamb longer at the current address.
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Six organizations did not want to participate. Baenple was reduced to 284 by
removing the surveys that were returned as undelde and removing the organizations
that did not want to participate in the study. Bifdwing a modified version of

Dillman’s (2000) data collection process descrilmechapter 3, fifty-four usable surveys
were returned. This represents a response rat@%ofof the sample.

As a result of the low response rate, the researohde the decision to send
surveys to the remaining population of 738. Of7B8 surveys sent, 143 surveys were
returned as undeliverable due to incorrect addres® longer at current address. Two
organizations did not want to participate. Thisueet the remaining population to 593
potential respondents for the second mailing. Twestble surveys were returned for a
4% response rate.

Surveys were sent to a total of 1,068 organizatiomith 183 surveys returned as
undeliverable. This reduced the total populatioB86. Six organizations did not want to
participate in the study, thus reducing the totadyation to 879 potential respondents.
The number of usable surveys received for the ntisteidy was 74. This represents a
total return rate of approximately 9%.

Demographic data were collected from each respdnBenthe type of
organizations responding, health services represéhP%, education/research represents
13.5%, and social and legal services represen®8d af respondents. The “Other”
category represents 43.2% of respondents and ieslichncial and trade associations.

Table 4 lists the type of nonprofit organizationsl ahe percentage for each.
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Table 4

Type of Nonprofit Organizations

Type Number (n=74) Percent
Health Services 12 16.2
Education/Research 10 13.5
Social and Legal 9 12.2
Foundations 1.4
Civic, Social and Fraternal 3 4.1
Religious 7 9.5
Other 32 43.2

The majority of respondents (66.2%) representeallsmnprofit organizations

with fewer than 500 employees. Only 4 respondeént¥4) represented nonprofit

organizations over 10,000 employees. Table 5tissumber of respondents and

percentages for each category. There were no rdsptsfor the category 5,001-10,000.

Table 5

Size of Nonprofit Organizations

Type Number (n=74) Percent
1-500 49 66.2
501-1,000 10 13.5
1,001-3,000 9 12.2
3,001-5,000 2 2.7
10,001-20,000 1 1.4
Over 20,000 3 4.1
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Of those responding, 20.3% had been in a traifungtion 1-5 years; 24.3%, 6-
10 years; and 55.4%, 11 or more years. Of the gueapondents, 1.4% had an
associate’s degree; 31%, a bachelor’'s degree; 4a3faster’'s degree; 15.5%, a
doctorate; and 2.8%, other education. Approxima48&86 of the respondents indicated
Training, Training and Development, or Training d&wdlication as the job function
indicated in their job title.

The budget for employee training in nonprofit orgations varies from $0 to
$710,000 annually. The average investment in tmgiis $385,052.59. However, the
median budget for training in nonprofit organizasas reported by survey respondents
(n=70) was much lower, at $44,500 annually.

Respondents were asked to provide their job fadlefunction, the number of
years they had worked for their organization, theher of years they had been involved
in training, and gender. Table 5 summarizes thase lay presenting the number and
percentage of frequency for each category. Ovértha@lrespondents had director or
manager in their job title. The category of othady jitle was the next most cited and was
tied with manager for percentage (18.9%) of thep®rting. Executive Director and
Coordinator followed the other category. A listtbé other job titles can be found in
Appendix F.

Respondents were also asked to list their jobtfon@s indicated by their job
title. Identification of the job function would giva better understanding of the
responsibilities of the respondents. Almost half.46) of the respondents identified

Training, Training and Development, or Training d&wdlication as their job function.
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Twenty-three percent of respondents listed othéheis job function. A list of other job
functions can be found in Appendix G.

Identifying years in the organization and numbieyears in training indicates a
familiarity with the organization as well as thaitring process. As shown in Table 6, the
number of years in the organization is divided dév@mong the three categories. A
slight edge (36.5%) went to those working in tleeganization 6 to 10 years. The
number of years in training was slightly differér@m the number of years in the
organization. As Table 5 shows, 55.4% of thoseaedimg had been in the training field
11 or more years. Table 6 also shows that femalggimber the males in the study by a

62.2% to 37.8% margin.
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Table 6

Respondent Demographics

Title Number (n=74) Percent
Executive Director 6 8.1
Director 31 41.9
Manager 14 18.9
Coordinator 8.1
Specialist 2.7
Analyst 1 14
Other 14 18.9
Job Function Number (n=74) Percent
Employee Development 2 2.7
Staff Development 2 2.7
Training 13 17.6
Education 1 1.4
Training and Development 14 18.9
Training and Education 9 12.2
Programs 6 8.1
HRD 1 14
HRM 4 5.4
HR 5 6.8
Other 17 23.0
Years in Organization Number (n=74) Percent
1-5 21 28.4
6-10 27 36.5
11 or more 26 35.1
Years Involved in Training Number (n=74) Percent
1-5 15 20.3
6-10 18 24.3
11 or more 41 554
Gender Number (n=74) Percent
Male 28 37.8
Female 46 62.2
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Note Adapted from Hill, D. R. (1999). Evaluation ofrfoal, employer-sponsored
training in the U.S. healthcare industBjissertation Abstracts International, @®),
3234A. (UMI No. 9947255)

Respondents were asked to identify their acadpnejgaration by checking the
highest level of education completed and associagdr field of study. Some
respondents listed all degrees while most listdd the highest degree completed. For
this study, the highest level is reported. The datawvn in Table 7 represent the highest
level of education reported by the respondents.o&lnhalf the respondents (49.3%) hold
a master’s degree. Three respondents did not ankevacademic preparation question.
Appendix H lists the various major fields of stualyreported by the respondents. The list
includes business, education, human resource margagehuman resource
development, training & development, psycholog®, 'sychology, and adult education.
Respondents were also asked to list any additieshatation, training, or development
not covered by the major field of study. Appendiists a variety of continuing education
and certifications related to training and develepin
Table 7

Academic Preparation

Major area of study Number (n=71) Percent
Associate Degree 1 1.4
Bachelor Degree 22 31.0
Master Degree 35 49.3
Doctorate Degree 11 155
Other 2 2.8
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Research Questions Analysis

Research question 1 asked how employer-spons@iechty in the U.S. nonprofit
sector is evaluated. Frequencies and descriptatiststs are used to describe training
evaluation use. The evidence in the literature estggthat training evaluation is
predominantly conducted at Level 1, participanttea, and Level 2, learning. Research
guestion 2 asked what standard methods are usaalhaate training in the U.S.
nonprofit sector. Frequencies are used to desthidstandard methods used to evaluate
training in U.S. nonprofit sector organizationssBa&search (Gomez, 2003; Hill, 1999;
P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell, 1997) has suggeshed there is no standard method to
evaluate return on investment in training (Level 5)

Research Question 1
1. What are the predominant levels of training evatuatonducted in the
United States nonprofit sector organizations?

Using frequencies and descriptive statistics, goestAl, B1, C1, D1, and E1
were analyzed. Table 8 shows that nonprofit orgdiuns evaluate training
predominantly at Level 1. Respondents indicatetidhaverage, 71.96% of their
programs are evaluated at Level 1. Respondentsralsated that 42.31% of their
programs are evaluated at Level 2; 24.26% of prograre evaluated at Level 3; 15.27%
at Level 4; and 6.89% at Level 5. Standard dewatior each level range from 36.71 at
Level 1 to 21.29 at Level 5. Responses ranged %o 100% at all five levels of

training evaluation.
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Table 8

Training Evaluation Use

Level of evaluation Mean SD
Level 1 71.96 36.71
Level 2 42.31 36.99
Level 3 24.26 31.63
Level 4 15.27 27.77
Level 5 6.89 21.29

Research Question 2

2. What standard methods of evaluating training anegogsed in nonprofit

sector organizations?

Respondents were asked to estimate the percerftageently active programs
evaluated using various methods. Descriptive $izdigvere used to analyze survey
guestion A2, B2, C2, D2, and E2. The options otprtages for survey respondents
included (a) 0%, (b) 1-19%, (c) 20-39%, (d) 40-5989,60-79%, and (f) 80-100%. If
participants answered 0% of current programs eteduat any level (questions Al, B1,
C1, D1, or E1), they were instructed to skip to B4, C4, D4, or E4, respectively.

Respondents were given a choice of two methods tosedhluate reaction. Two
blank spaces were provided for respondents toateliany other method used to evaluate
reaction. There were missing values for this qoestMissing values were also present in
previous studies (Hill, 1999; P.P. Phillips, 200%;itchell, 1997). In those studies,
missing values were treated as a response of 0%make comparisons between the
current study and the previous studies, the reBearesed this procedure to manage

missing data for questions A2, B2, C2, D2, andA®shown in Table 9, reaction
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guestionnaire is the primary method used to evaltraining at Level 1 (reaction). Other
methods of evaluating training at Level 1 includgedup reflection, verbal feedback,
follow-up phone call, employee survey, posttestl post-event interview. Posttest is
typically used to evaluate Level 2, learning.

Table 9

Reaction Methods of Evaluating Training

1 2 3 4 5 6
Method 0% 1-19%  20-39% 40-59% 60-79%  80-100%
(n=66)
Reaction Questionnaires 1 5 2 3 5 50
Action Plans 31 20 8 5 0 2
Other 49 6 3 5 1 2

Respondents indicated that self-assessment aitithfac/instructor assessment
were the top two methods used to evaluate Leviga2r(ing) in 80-100% of their
programs. As shown in Table 10, simulation and wext&mples were not used by any of
the respondents in 80-100% of their programs. Fespondents indicated other methods
to evaluate learning. Other methods used to evaleatning can be found in Appendix

K.
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Table 10

Learning Methods of Evaluating Training

1 2 3 4 5 6
Method 0% 1-19%  20-39% 40-59% 60-79%  80-100%
(n=60)
Written Pre/Post-Test 21 21 8 5 2 3
Written Post-Test Only 23 16 4 9 5 3
Simulation 24 17 10 6 3 0
Work Samples 36 13 3 5 3 0
Skill Demonstrations 15 11 17 8 6 3
On-The-Job 26 9 7 3 12 3
Demonstration
Self-Assessment 21 12 4 9 8 6
Team Assessment 32 14 8 1 3 2
Facilitator/Instructor 16 11 9 11 8 5
Assessment
Other 56 1 1 1 1 0

Survey respondents indicated they evaluate 24 @a¥eir programs at Level 3
(application). Table 11 shows that the top thre¢hods used to evaluate Level 3 80-
100% of the time are performance appraisals, asszgdy trainee’s supervisor, and
observation. The least used methods for Level Biatian are follow-up assignment and
action plans. Four respondents indicated some atleénods of evaluating Level 3. Other

methods can be found in Appendix L.
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Table 11

Application Methods of Evaluating Training

1 2 3 4 5 6
Method 0% 1-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-100%
(n=42)

Anecdotal Information 12 14 7 3 3 3
Observation 9 7 8 5 5 8
Performance Appraisal 9 6 11 3 3 10
Existing Records 22 10 3 2 2 3
Records Produced for 18 9 4 5 3 3
Evaluation Purposes
Assessment by Trainee’s 31 6 1 1 0 3
Subordinate
Self-Assessment 19 8 2 4 3 6
Peer Assessment 30 5 3 0 2 2
Assessment by Trainee’s 13 5 4 6 5 9
Supervisor
Focus Groups 30 7 2 0 2 1
Follow-Up Assignments 29 5 3 3 3 0
Action Plans 19 8 2 8 5 0
Performance Contract 28 4 2 2 4 1
With Supervisor
Other 38 2 0 2 0 0

Improved quality, compliance with regulations, andtomer satisfaction are the
three main methods nonprofit organizations usevéduate the results of training 80-
100% of the time. Table 12 shows that 10 resporsdested improved quality as the
primary method used to evaluate results of trainirige least used methods are anecdotal

information and methods used to isolate the effettee program. Three respondents
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indicated other methods used to evaluate resullist Af other methods can be found in
Appendix M.
Table 12

Results Methods of Evaluating Training

1 2 3 4 5 6
Method 0% 1-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79%  80-100%
(n=29)
Anecdotal Information 8 9 4 3 2 3
Improved Productivity 8 7 2 2 5 5
Improved Quality 5 8 2 1 3 10
Improved Efficiency 7 10 1 3 3 5
Cost Savings 12 7 2 3 1 4
Compliance With 14 4 2 0 1 8
Federal, State, and Local
Regulation
Employee Satisfaction 8 6 4 3 5 3
Customer Satisfaction 8 8 1 2 3 7
Isolate for Effects of 17 4 2 2 1 3
Program
Other 26 0 0 1 0 2

Question F6 asked respondents to identify thegméage of time they isolate the
effects of the program when evaluating at Levak4$\lts). Table 13 lists various
methods of isolating the effects of training ane ttumber of respondents who identified
using each method. Ten respondents indicated cestdiant input as the most used
method to isolate the effects of training in 80-%0O0f their programs. Participate
estimate (7 responses) and management estimageg@nses) are the next two most

common methods used to isolate the effects ofitrguirRespondents were given a blank
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line to indicate other methods used to isolatestfects of training as well as a space for
comments. The other methods and comments are tbicefgppendix N.
Table 13

Use of Isolation Methods

1 2 3 4 5 6
Method 0% 1-19%  20-39% 40-59% 60-79%  80-100%
(n=74)
Use of Control Groups 63 10 1 0 0 0
Trend Line Analysis 64 7 2 0 1 0
Forecasting Methods 69 2 1 2 0 0
Participant Estimate 43 6 4 10 4 7
Supervisor Estimate 39 10 8 7 4 6
Management Estimate 45 8 6 6 2 7
Use of Previous Studies 60 8 3 1 0 2
Customer/Client Input 40 8 5 7 4 10
Expert Estimates 63 3 1 2 4 1
Subordinate Estimates 62 5 2 2 2 1
Calculating/Estimating 62 5 1 2 1 2
the Impact of Other
Factors
Other 68 1 2 0 2 1

To determine how nonprofit sector organizatiorsl@ate return on investment in
training, respondents were asked to identify th@oua methods of ROI they currently
use to evaluate Level 5. Table 14 lists the variaethods of ROI. Only 6.89% of

respondents indicated they evaluate their traipnograms at Level 5, ROI. Of those
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responding, 3 use traditional ROI methods to evealtraining and 3 respondents use
cost-benefit analysis in 80-100% of their prografse respondent indicated use of
other methods of evaluating ROI. The other metlsidd is total market value.

Table 14

Return on Investment Methods of Evaluating Training

1 2 3 4 S 6
Method 0% 1-19%  20-39% 40-59% 60-79%  80-100%
(n=15)
Traditional ROI 5 2 1 3 1 3
Cost Benefit Analysis 5 2 1 4 0 3
Payback Period 9 1 3 1 0 1
Net Present Value 14 0 1 0 0 0
Internal Rate of Return 14 0 1 0 0 0
Utility Analysis 13 0 0 1 0 1
Balanced Scorecard 8 3 4 0 0 0
Consequences of Not 10 3 0 1 0 1
Training
Other 14 0 0 0 0 1

Hypotheses Analysis
Preliminary analysis, a one-sample K-S test, reacetiat the dependant
variables, percentage of evaluation conducteddt efthe five levels (Al, B1, C1, D1
and E1), were not normally distributed. Logarithrand square root transformations
were conducted, but the variables did not lendriavly to transformations. Because of

the violations of normality, nonparametric equivdtewere used in place of ANOVAs
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andt tests. The Kruskal-Wallisl test was substituted for ANOVA and the Mann-
WhitneyU test fort test.
Hypothesis 1
HolA: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics

This study rejected the null hypothesis that there statistically significant
difference between the percentage of evaluatiodwcted at each of the five levels and
nonprofit sector organizational characteristicgy@izational characteristics are defined
in this study as (a) the existence of an evalugiaity, (b) the type of organization, (c)
the size of the organization, (d) the number of leyges working in the United States,
(e) the number of employees trained per year, §rabllars invested in training as
defined by the annual training budget. These clariatics are represented by survey
guestions F10, G1, G2, G3, G4, and G8.

Mann-WhitneyU tests were conducted to examine whether meandiffiekences
exist on the percentages of programs evaluatdeedivie levels of evaluation and the
existence of an evaluation policy. Results aregirel in Table 16, where a statistically
significant mean rank difference was found on Leéelvaluation use, suggesting that
organizations that had an evaluation policy in @lhad a significantly higher mean
ranking compared to organizations that did not revevaluation policy. No other
statistically significant mean rank differences &v&und on the other levels of

evaluation (see Table 15).
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Table 15

Difference in the Existence of an Evaluation PobgyEach Level of Evaluation

Evaluation Policy

No Yes
Levels U Sig. N Mean Sumof N Mean Sum of
Rank Ranks Rank Ranks
Level1 321.00 129 57 34.63 1974.00 15 43.60 654.00

Level 2 233.50** .007 57 33.10 1886.50 15 49.43 741.50

Level 3 335.00 181 57 34.88 1988.00 15 42.67 640.00
Level 4 395.00 .611 57 35.93 2048.00 15 38.67 580.00
Level 5 390.50 470 57 35.85 2043.50 15 38.97 584.50

Note * p<.05,p < .01.

Five Kruskal-WallisH tests were conducted to examine whether mean rank
differences existed on the use of each of thelévels of evaluation (Al, B1, C1, D1,
and E1) by Type of Organization (Health ServicesBducation/Research vs. Social and
Legal vs. Foundations vs. Civic, Social and Fratkws. Religious vs. Other). No
significant mean rank differences were found onRive Levels of Evaluation by Type
of Organization.

HolB: There is no statistically significant relatitiys between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswauation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics

This study rejected the null hypothesis that there statistically significant

relationship between the percentage of evaluatmalgcted at each of the five levels and
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nonprofit sector organizational characteristicarBen correlations were conducted to
examine whether statistically significant relatibips existed between the use of
evaluation at each level with the number of empésyeorking in the United States, the
number of U.S. employees participating in trainiasgf year, and the annual training
budget. The results revealed that no statisticadjgificant relationships existed between
the five levels of evaluation with number of emmeyg working in the United States, the
number of U.S. employees participating in trainissgf year, or the annual training
budget.

Spearman rho correlations were conducted to exawine¢her statistically
significant relationships existed between the fexeels of evaluation with the written
evaluation policy guiding the evaluation proceskl(fand the size of the organization
(G2). The results reveal that a statistically digant positive relationship exists on Level
2 evaluation use and the extent to which a wrigeaduation policy guides the evaluation
process (see Table 16), suggesting that the usevel 2 evaluation increases when a
written evaluation policy is in place in the orgeation. No other statistically significant

relationships were found.
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Table 16

Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WgkQ@rganizational Characteristics

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Evaluation Policy

Guiding the Evaluatiol 24 .56* .05 -.07 24
Process

Size of Organization .01 .16 14 A1 .06
Note * p < .05.

Hypothesis 2
Ho2: There is no statistically significant relatioisbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswauation and nonprofit
sector training practices

This study rejected the null hypothesis that there statistically significant
relationship between the percentage of evaluatbmalgcted at each of the five levels of
evaluation and nonprofit sector training practides. the purpose of this study, training
practices are defined by the need for trainingtaedraining process.

Respondents were asked to indicate the percentagyegrams that match the
description of needs for training in survey ques#@. Percentages were categorized as
0%, 1-19%, 20-39%, 40-59%, 60-79%, and 80-100%afpan rho correlations were
conducted to examine whether relationships exisée#@een any of the five levels of
evaluation with the reasons training programs #exed in question F2. The results

reveal that a statistically significant positivéateonship exists between Level 4 (results)
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and participants will be able to perform at a seel (¢ = .25,p<.05) and a change in
organizational outcomes will result from the progr@s = .25, p<.05) (see Table 17).
Table 17

Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WskNeed for Training

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Employees attend as arew: .04 13 -.01 -.08 -11
Employees attend as a part .08 -.05 .08 .08 -.18
of a group activity

Employees attend to acquire  -.12 -.05 13 .20 -.05
new skills

Employees attend in ordert -.02 -.03 A2 25 -.08
perform at a set level

Change in organizational oL  -.08 -.05 .07 .25* .01
comes is expected

Note * p < .05.

The training process is defined as timing of eviatungplanning, evaluation
reporting, and percentage of employees responfgiblvaluating training. In order to
understand whether an association exists betwesfivthlevels of evaluation and the
extent to which evaluation planning occurs, resjgotslwere asked to indicate the
percentage of programs in which planning evaluabegins prior to program
development, during program development, after ianomgcompletion, when training
program results must be documented, and when di@igare not implemented
(question F1). Spearman rho correlations were atteduo examine the relationships.
As shown in Table 18, statistically significantagbnships exist between percentage of

evaluation conducted at Levels 1 through 4 and wiote planning categories. There
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were no statistically significant relationshipsween when results are to be documented
and Levels 1 through 4. There was no statisticdyificant relationship between any of
the planning categories and Level 5.

Percentage of use of Level 1 evaluation was adsalvaith the timing of
evaluation planning with the exception of as thstfstep in program development and
when results are to be documented. A negativeioakdiip existed between the
percentage of Level 1 evaluation use and when atiahs are not implemented & -
.31,p<.01). Level 2 percentage of evaluation use wascested with all categories of
planning with the exception of after program cortipleand when results are to be
documented. The strongest associations are with fariprogram development & .42,
p<.01) and as first step in program developmeyt (A2,p<.01). A negative relationship
existed between the percentage of Level 2 evaluase and when evaluations are not
implemented ¢=-.31,p<.01). Percentage of evaluation use at Level 3ahaaositive
relationship with prior to program development<r.49,p<.01) and as the first step in
program developments(® .29,p<.05). Percentage of use of Level 4 evaluation was
associated with prior to program development(123,p<.05), as the first step in
program developments(® .27,p<.05), and during program developmengtr29,

p<.05).
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Table 18

Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation W&kEvaluation Planning

Planning stage Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Prior to program development 26%  42%* A49** 23* A5

As first step in program developmen .18 42** 29* 27 18

During program development 23*  .36** 21 29* 21
After program completion 27 .08 .02 23 A1
When results are to be documented .05 A7 -.05 15 .06
When evaluations are not implemen -.31** -31** -17 -.20 -.14

Note * p< .05, *p < .01.

The next variable reflecting the training procesthe extent to which training
results are reported to management. Question KEslasspondents whether or not
evaluation results are routinely reported to exgeunanagement. In order to determine
whether an association existed between the fiveldenf evaluation and evaluation
reporting to management, point biserial correlegiosere conducted. The results in Table
19 reveal that significant relationships exist @véls 1 through 5 with the routine
reporting of evaluation information to executivemagement. In the case of all five
levels of evaluation, there is a higher percentdgavaluation use when reporting the
results to executive management. The strongesiarships exist on Level 2= .39,

p<.01) and Level 5 ¢ = .36, p<.01).
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Table 19

Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WskReporting of Evaluation

Reporting evaluation Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Evaluation information is reporte .29*  .39** 24* .25% .36**
to executive management
Note * p< .05, *p < .01.

The percentage of training staff involved in evéluais the final variable
reflecting training practices in the nonprofit sectUsing Spearman rho correlation, the
analysis in Table 20 shows statistically significeelationships between Level 1
evaluation use with percentage of staff involveéwaluation (§=.38,p<.01) and Level
2 evaluation use with percentage of staff involiredvaluation (= .36,p<.01). As the
number of staff involved in evaluation increasesyél 1 and Level 2 evaluation use
increases.

Table 20
Relationship Between Percentage of Evaluation WgkTaaining Staff Involved in

Evaluation

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

Training staff involved in evaluatio .38*  .36** .20 .08 .02

Note ** p < .01.
Additional training practices related to evaluatiomolve deciding on the criteria
to be used to evaluate programs at Level 5, ROés@an F13 asked respondents to rank

the criteria important in selecting training pragiafor evaluation at the return on
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investment level. Each item was ranked from 1-18pAce for other criteria allowed
participants to list criteria not already listec@ble 21 lists the most important criteria in
selecting programs to evaluate at Level 5 as inapbtb strategic objectives, with 21
(45.7%) of those responding to the question selgdtias the most important criteria.

The second most important is have the interesipekecutives, with 9 (20%) of the
respondents listing this criteria as the most irtgoar None of the respondents listed have
a comprehensive needs assessment or other as sh@mportant criteria for selecting
programs to evaluate at Level 5, ROI.

Table 21

Criteria for Selecting Programs to Evaluate at LieyeROI

Criteria N Percent
Important to strategic objectives 21 45.7
Have the interest of top executives 9 20.0
Links to operational goals and issues 9 19.1
Are expensive 3 7.0
Take a significant investment of time 2 4.7
Have a high visibility 2 4.5
Involves large target audience 1 2.3
Expected to have a long life cycle 1 2.3
Have a comprehensive needs assessment 0 0.0

Survey question F14 asked respondents to rankitieeia in order of importance
in determining the most effective method of caltaareturn on investment of training.
Respondents were asked to rank each item from @ifl®,1 being most important and

10 being least important. A blank for other optwas included for participants to list any
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other criteria not already listed. Table 22 showat tredibility is the most important
factor in selecting a method to evaluate progranmeeel 5, ROI, with 13 (24.1%) of the
respondents selecting credible as the most impoifée second most important criterion
is simple, with 12 (22.6%) of the respondents s&lgdhis as the most important
method. The least important criterion is account&dbprogram costs with only 2 (3.9%)
of respondents selecting it as the most importatgron. None of the respondents
selected other as the most important criteriorelacting methods to evaluate programs
at Level 5, ROI.

Table 22

Criteria for Selecting Methods to Evaluate at LeveROI

Criteria N Percent
Credible 13 24.1
Simple 12 22.6
Economical 7 12.7
Account for other factors 5 9.8
Have successful track record 5 9.6
Be appropriate for a variety of programs 5 9.4
Theoretically sound 4 7.7
Be applicable with all types of data 2 3.9
Account for all program costs 2 3.9
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Hypothesis 3
Ho3A: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelewaluation and manager
experience

This study rejected the null hypothesis that there statistically significant
difference between the percentage of evaluatiodwcted at each of the five levels and
manager experience. Manager experience is defsm@ibditle (G6), number of years in
the organization (G9), number of years workingairting (G10), and academic
preparation (G12). To determine whether any diffees in the percentage of evaluation
conducted at any of the five levels were associaiddifferences in manager
experience, the Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate theitilelby selecting one of the
options listed in question G6. There was an addtiepace for respondents to list other
job title not already on the list. The resultstod Kruskal-WallisH test revealed no
statistically significant mean rank differencesamy of the five levels of evaluation and
job title: Level 1 {°=3.83,p=.700), Level 24*=6.85,p=.335), Level 3*=5.58,p=.472),
Level 4 §°=2.28,p=.892) and Level 5¢f=3.93,p=.686).

Respondents were asked to indicate their levetad@mic preparation (G12) by
selecting associate degree, bachelor’s degreeernsadegree, doctorate, or other. The
Kruskal-WallisH test was used to analyze the data. Results asemiszl in Table 23,
where statistically significant mean rank differeaavere found for Level 3, application.
The academic degree variable was recoded to alisivhpc tests (Mann-Whitney test)

to be conducted. The results revealed that mastegeee had a statistically significantly

72



higher mean rank compared to bachelor's degre@lacirate. No other significant
mean rank differences were found on Level 1, L&ydlevel 4 or Level 5.
Table 23

Differences in Evaluation Use and Academic Preparat

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

2 2 2 2 2

X Y X Y X Y X p X Y

Academic 491 30 0.74 95 1282 <05 0.75 .95 247 .65
Preparation

Note * p<.05.

Ho3B: There is no statistically significant relatitiys between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaiuation and manager
experience

This study failed to reject the null hypothesistttiere is no statistically

significant relationship between the percentagevaluation conducted at each of the
five levels and manager experience. To determinethgn any differences in the
percentage of evaluation conducted at any of theelévels were associated with
differences in manager experience, Spearman rhielabon was conducted.

Survey question G9 asked respondents to indicataumber of years they had

been working in their current organization. Theegaty choices were 1-5 years, 6-10
years, or 11 or more years. Analysis of the daitaguSpearman rho correlation revealed
no statistically significant mean rank differenoesany of the five levels of evaluation

and the number of years respondents had workdaeindurrent organization.
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Respondents were asked to indicate the numberan$ yeey had personally been
involved in a training function in any organizati@@®10). The category choices were 1-5
years, 6-10 years, or 11 or more years. Analyste@flata using Spearman rho
correlation revealed no significant mean rank défees on any of the five levels of
evaluation and number of years the respondents e involved in a training function
in any organization.

Hypothesis 4
Ho4: There is no statistically significant differenoetween the barriers to training
evaluation in nonprofit sector organizations anchdavel of training
evaluation conducted

This study rejected the null hypothesis that there statistically significant
difference between the barriers to evaluation awh @f the five levels of training
evaluation use. In questions A4, B4, C4, D4, andadticipants were asked to indicate
all the reasons they do not evaluate at each dfitbdevels. Using frequencies, the top
three reasons for not evaluating at Level 1 areeguired by organization, other, and
training is done only to meet legal requirementse Top three reasons for not evaluating
at Level 2 are not required by organization, latkaning or experience using this form
of evaluation, and cost in person-hours and/ortahfihe top three reasons for not
evaluating at Level 3 are not required by orgamratcost in person-hours and/or
capital, and lack of training or experience usimg form of evaluation. The top three
reasons for not evaluating at Levels 4 and 5 ateaguired by organization, lack of

training or experience using this form of evaluatiand cost in person-hours and/or
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capital. Table 24 summarizes the frequencies fdyaatiers to training evaluation for
each of the five levels of evaluation.
Table 24

Barriers to Training Evaluation

Level Level Level Level Level

Barriers 1 2 3 4 5
Little perceived value to organization 11 17 17 16 21
Cost in person-hours and/or capital 11 18 28 26 23
Evaluation takes too much time from 11 14 17 12 13
the program
Lack of training or experience using this 11 22 25 31 38
form of evaluation
Not required by the organization 28 39 38 41 47
Policy prohibits the evaluation of staff by 0 0 1 3 1
the training department
Training is done only to meet the legal 13 8 6 4 5
requirements
Union opposition 1 2 1 2 1
Unavailability of data for this form of 6 7 11 12 13
evaluation
Other 16 11 9 12 10

To examine whether differences exist on the batetraining evaluation by
each of the five levels, Mann-Whitnélytests were conducted. Significant mean rank
differences were revealed on Level 1 with the leasrlittle perceived value to the
organization y=174.5,p=.007), lack of training or experience in usingstform of

evaluation =202.5,p=.025), and not required by the organizatioF263.0,p=.001),
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suggesting that the percentage of programs evalateevel 1 is affected by these three

barriers to training evaluation at Level 1. No otkignificant differences were found in

barriers to evaluation on Level 1. Results areqtex] in Table 25.

Table 25

Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at Lete

Does not apply

Does apply

Barriers U Sig. N Mean Sumof N Mean Sum of
rank ranks rank  ranks

Little perceived

value to the 174.50* 007 63 40.23 253450 11 21.86 240.50

organization

Lack of training or 202.50** .024 63 39.79 2506.50 11 24.41 268.50

experience using

this form of

evaluation

Not required by the 263.00** .001 46 45.78 2106.00 28 23.89 669.00

organization

Note * p < .05, * p < .01.

At Level 2, statistically significant mean rankfdifences were revealed with little

perceived value to the organizatid$=327.5,p=.042) and not required by the

organization y=380.5,p=.001), suggesting that the percentage of progevakiated at

Level 2 is impacted by these two barriers to evadnaat Level 2. No other statistically

significant differences in barriers to evaluatioarevfound on Level 2. Results are

presented in Table 26.
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Table 26

Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LeRe

Does not apply Does apply
Barriers U Sig. N Mean Sumof N Mean Sum of
rank ranks rank ranks

Little perceived
value to the 335.50* .049 57 40.11 2286.50 17 28.74 488.50

organization

Not required by 380.50** .001 35 46.13 161450 39 29.76 1160.50
the organization
Note * p< .05, *p < .01.

A statistically significant mean rank differencessfaund at Level 3 with the
barriers evaluation takes too much time from thegpam (J=303.0,p=.015) and not
required by the organizatiot€505.5,p=.044), suggesting that the percentage of
programs evaluated at Level 3 is impacted by theeddarriers to evaluating training at
Level 3. No other statistically significant differees in barriers to evaluation were found
on Level 3. Results are presented in Table 27.tAks8cally significant mean rank
differences were found on Level 4 evaluation ugh any of the barriers to evaluation at

Level 4 (question D4).
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Table 27

Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LESe

Does not apply Does apply
Barriers U Sig. N Mean Sumof N Mean Sum of
rank ranks rank ranks
Takes too much
time from the 303.00* .015 57 34.32 1956.00 17 48.18 819.00
program
Not required by 505.50* .044 36 42.46 1528.50 38 32.80 1246.50

the organization

Note * p < .05.

Statistically significant mean rank differences &v&sund on Level 5, ROI,

evaluation with the barriers little perceived vataghe organizationf=434.0,p=.036)

and not required by the organizatidas=497.5,p=028), suggesting that the percentage of

programs evaluated at Level 5 is impacted by theedarriers to evaluating training at

Level 5. No other statistically significant differees in barriers to evaluation were found

on Level 5. Results are presented in Table 28.
Table 28

Differences with the Barriers to Evaluation at LEyeROI

Does not apply Does apply
Barriers U Sig. N Mean Sumof N Mean Sum of
rank ranks rank ranks
Little perceived
value to the 434.00* .036 53 39.81 2110.00 21 31.67 665.00
organization
Not required by ~ 497.50* .028 27 42.57 1149.50 47 34.59 1625.50

the organization

Note * p < .05.

78



General Comments

Respondents were asked to provide any general hit®og comments regarding
this research study and/or any specific items t&ir@st not included in the survey. A full
list of comments is presented in Appendix R. Altjlotshere were only a few comments,
overall the comments were supportive of the resestudy, and respondents indicated an
interest in the results.

Summary

This chapter reported the study findings includilegnographic data and
descriptive statistics that were used to answerdbearch questions. Means and
frequencies were used to answer research quedtiang 2. Statistical tests were used to
test the four research hypotheses. The statiséstd used in this study included Mann-
WhitneyU test, Kruskal-Wallidd test, Pearson correlation, Spearman rho corralatio
and point biserial correlation. Post hoc tests vadse utilized. All four null hypotheses
were rejected by the researcher. Post hoc MannA&§ld tests were conducted on
hypothesis 3. Chapter 5 presents a summary ottildg’s findings, conclusions, and

recommendations.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview

This chapter includes five sections: (a) Summaiyiadings, (b) Discussion of
Findings, (c) Limitations of the Results, (d) Camsbns, and (e) Recommendations. In
the Summary of Findings, the researcher providesvarview of the research
methodology and results. The Discussion of Findseggion provides a discussion of the
findings for the two research questions and foyodtlyeses. Limitations of the Results
discusses the limitations in interpretation of tbsults. The Conclusion section discusses
inferences drawn from the results. The Recommenagection provides
recommendations for practice and for further redear

Summary of Findings

The purpose of this study was to examine traiewvajuation practices in the
United States nonprofit sector organizations. Tthdysprovides a framework for training
evaluation in nonprofit sector organizations armbremendations for overcoming
barriers to implementing training evaluation andIRO

The pool of potential respondents was comprise®l’f8fnonprofit sector
individuals who are members of, or expressed arast in membership in, the American
Society for Training and Development. Using Dillmge(2000) tailored design method, a
mail questionnaire was sent to the potential redpots. Seventy-four (9%) useable
surveys were returned. Survey data were enteredSIRES by the researcher. The data

for research questions 1 and 2 were analyzed figqgencies and mean averages. Data
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for hypotheses 1 through 4 were analyzed usingsBrearorrelation, Spearman rho
correlation, point biserial correlation, the ManrmivieyU test, and the Kruskal-Wallis
H test. As a result of the analyses, the researefmsted null hypotheses 1 through 4. A
post hoc analysis was conducted on hypothesisa@léacic degree) and the percentage of
evaluation conducted at Level 3. The results reacetiiat respondents with a master’s
degree had a significantly larger mean rank contpréhose with a bachelor’'s degree
and doctorate degree.
Discussion of Findings
Research Questions
1. What are the predominant levels of training evatuatonducted in the
United States nonprofit sector organizations?

The results of the study show that nonprofit seetaployer-sponsored training is
evaluated predominantly at Level 1 and Level 2sBupports the findings of P.P.
Phillips’s (2003) study in public sector organipats, as well as Twitchell (1997), Hill
(1999), Blanchard et al. (2000), Gomez (2003), $aigmmd Kim (2004), and Sugrue and
Rivera (2005). Phillips’s study showed that 72.1&%luate at Level 1; 31.65% evaluate
at Level 2; 20.42% evaluate training at Level 3212 evaluate at Level 4; and 5.26%
evaluate training at Level 5. Other studies (Gor2@93; Hill, 1999; Twitchell, 1997) on
training evaluation use also showed a decreasia@isaining evaluation from Level 1,
the highest reported use, to Level 5, the leagirteg level of evaluation. Twitchell's
study of U.S. business and industry organizationkided Level 5, ROI, in Level 4.
Table 29 compares the use of training evaluatiaromprofit sector organizations versus

private and public organizations.
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Table 29

Comparison of Nonprofit Sector Use of Training Enaion

Blanchard, Sugrue Sugrue
Nonprofit Twitchell Hill Thacker, & Gomez Phillips & Kim &
Sector (2997)  (1999) Way (2000)  (2003) (2003) (2004) Rivera
(2005)
Magt. Non-
Magt.

Level 1, 71.96% 72.74% 80.58% 71% 68.3% 87.29% 72.18% 74% .3991
Reaction

Level 2, 42.31% 47.05% 52.59% 17.2% 31.0% 54.43% 31.65% 319%3.9%
Learning

Level 3, 24.26% 30.54% 30.77% 37.2% 46.9% 26.45% 20.42%  14922.9%
Application

Level 4, 15.27% 20.82% 16.70% 42.8% 35.9% 14.0% 12.21% 8% 6%7.
Impact

Level 5, 6.89% 3.73% 10.04% 5.26% 2.1%
ROI

Note.The Twitchell study included ROI in Level 4.

Level 1 is the primary level of evaluation usea@lihsectors, with Level 2 being
the second most used level of evaluation. Gome23Pand Sugrue and Rivera (2005)
reported higher use of each level of evaluatiorm@&oreported that 87.29% evaluated
training programs at Level 1; 54.43% at Level 24866 at Level 3; 14.0% at Level 4;
and 10.04% at Level 5. Sugrue and Rivera repor@t 206 use of Level 1 evaluation.

Hill's study included for-profit, nonprofit, and gernment-owned healthcare
facilities. The results of the current study angdo than those in the Hill and Gomez
studies. The findings on the use of Level 1 andel@wevaluation are in line with
Phillips’s and Twitchell's studies. Level 1 evalaat is easy and economical to

implement, so the high percentage of Level 1 us@isinusual. The use of Level 1
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evaluation has come under criticism by researcteripatrick’s (1975) early work
focused on Level 1 evaluation as a tool to deteerhiow well the participants liked the
program. Since that time, researchers have attehtptehow correlation between Level
1 and the other levels of evaluation. The resultha@se studies (Bledose, 1999; Warr et
al., 1999; Warr & Bunce, 1995) have shown weakaorafationship between Level 1 and
the other measures of evaluation.

2. What standard methods of evaluating training anegogsed in nonprofit

sector organizations?

Level 1 evaluation is typically conducted usingugstionnaire at the end of the
training program. Fifty respondents indicated theg reaction questionnaires to evaluate
training 80-100% of the time. Reaction questiorgmare a popular method to evaluate
training at the end of the training program. Onlye2pondents indicated using action
plans to evaluate Level 1, reaction, in 80-100%hefr programs. While action plans can
be used to evaluate training at Level 1, they ateebused to assess Level 3, application,
Level 4, results, and Level 5, ROI (J.J. Phillip$&. Phillips, 2003).

At Level 2, nonprofit sector organizations use aetg of methods to evaluate
training. The top two methods used 80-100% of itine twvere self-assessment and
facilitator/instructor assessment. Facilitatoriinstor assessment was the most frequently
used method of evaluating at Level 2 in Hill's (89®%ealthcare study and P.P. Phillips’s
(2003) public sector study. Gomez’s (2003) studfirancial organizations and
Twitchell’s (1997) study of business and indusegarted more frequent use of skill
demonstrations. Even though written tests are @ mbjective method of evaluating

training at Level 2, nonprofit organizations leatedard more subjective measures.
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Three respondents indicated using written pre/pestand three respondents indicated
using written post-test only as methods of evahga80-100% of their programs at Level
2.

Performance appraisals (10 responses), assessyniat tbainee’s supervisor (9
responses), and observation (8 responses) areghlree methods used by nonprofit
organizations to evaluate Level 3, on-the-job aygpion 80-100% of the time. The same
three methods were listed as the top methods ing2@(2003) financial services study,
Hill's (1999) healthcare study, and P.P. Phillip@603) public sector study. Observation
and performance appraisals were the most frequastlg methods as reported by
Twitchell’s (1997) business and industry studyhaligh performance appraisals,
assessment by trainee’s supervisor, and obsenat®tihe top three methods of
evaluating Level 3, each method represents less1tih® of survey respondents in the
current study. Many of the methods reflected a imgmber of 0% (non-use).

Performance appraisals are typically used by omgdioins to assess performance
on an annual or semi-annual basis rather thamasaas to evaluate behavior change
related to training. However, performance appraisay include information that came
from observing behavior change and assessing tileeaion of new skills related to
training. This may be the reason performance apgisaare listed as one of the top three
methods for evaluating application of training fioe previous studies and current
research study.

Improved quality is the method predominantly usgehdnprofit organizations in
the study to evaluate organizational outcomes.réspondents indicated they use this

method of evaluation 80-100% of the time. Complewith federal, state, and local
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regulations (8 responses) and customer satisfagtioesponses) are the next two most
frequently used methods to evaluate Level 4 80-160%e time. Since nonprofit
organizations are service organizations and offemaie with federal, state or local
grants, it is not surprising to see these thredats as the most often used methods to
evaluate organizational outcomes. In P.P. Philig2003) public sector study and Hill's
(1999) healthcare study, compliance with regulaiaas also at the top of the list of
Level 4 methods of evaluation. Both groups are Igigkgulated by local, state, and
federal regulations. Gomez’s (2003) financial ssggistudy and Twitchell’s (1997)
business and industry study both indicated prodirgtestimates as the top method used
to evaluate Level 4, organizational outcomes. Toei$ on productivity measures makes
sense for the target audience since both studeesséal on for-profit business and
industry organizations.

Only 3 respondents out of the 29 survey respondeimtsevaluate at Level 4
isolate the effects of the program when evaluabirggnizational outcomes. Isolating the
effects of the program is a critical step in thalaation process (J.J. Phillips, 1997a).
When patrticipants do isolate the effects of thegpam, they use customer/client input
(10 responses) 80-100% of the time. Seven resptsdsea participant estimates and 7
reported using management estimates 80-100% aintiee Customer/client input,
participant estimates, and management estimatesbjective measures. Adjusting the
estimates for the participant’s confidence ensare®re conservative approach (J.J.
Phillips, 1996b). More scientific approaches tdasiog the effects of the program such
as use of control groups, trend line analysis,faretasting methods are not used by any

of the respondents 80-100% of the time. From #ggarcher’'s experience, these
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methods take additional time, resources, and trgito understand the methods and how
to implement the techniques.

Fifteen respondents (6.89%) indicated that theyuewa their training at Level 5,
ROI. Only 6 respondents indicated that they evaltiair programs 80-100% of the time
by choosing various methods. Six of those respanuinhe 80-100% category selected
traditional ROl methods or cost-benefit analysisheesmethods most often used to
evaluate at Level 5. Cost-benefit analysis doesrparate financial measures as does the
traditional ROl method. Cost-benefit analysis wisdcas the most often used method in
Hill's (1999) study as well as P.P. Phillips’s (3)&tudy. While fewer than 3% of the
respondents in Gomez’s (2003) study reported ummygeturn on investment method to
evaluate Level 5, the method used most often 804160the time was also cost-benefit
analysis.

Respondents identified specific criteria for selegprograms to evaluate at Level
5. The top criterion identified for selecting pragrs to evaluate at Level 5 was important
to strategic objectives of the organization, wiih(25.7%) of the respondents choosing
this as the most important criteria. The secondtnmagortant criteria were have the
interest of top executives (9 responses) and limkgerational goals and issues (9
responses). Important to strategic objectives akd ko operational goals and issues are
aligned with the top two criteria found in Hil’'4999) study and P.P. Phillips’s (2003)
study. Both criteria suggest that these programsnaportant to the overall strategy of
the organization. This suggests that resourceddeuset aside to evaluate the
investment of these programs to ensure that thgr@nos are targeting the goals of the

organization.
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Respondents were also asked to indicate the mpsirtemt criteria for selecting
methods to evaluate Level 5. The top criteriorhim $tudy is credible with 13 (24.1%) of
those responding selecting this method. The secwsd important criterion selected was
simple with 12 (22.6%) of those responding selgctins criteria. These two criteria are
also the top two criteria identified in both Hil$999) study and P.P. Phillips’s (2003)
study. Time was listed as a barrier to conductvegjueation. If the evaluation process is
too complicated and takes too long to conductimngi professionals will either not
attempt the evaluation or will become frustrated ahandon the evaluation process.
Trainers want a simple and pragmatic process taaieealuate training.

HolA: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics

Use of the five levels of evaluation is associatétt nonprofit sector
organizational characteristics. Organizational abtaristics are defined as the existence
of an evaluation policy, the type of organizatithre size of the organization, the number
of employees working in the United States, the nemab employees trained per year,
and the total dollars invested in training as d&diby the annual training budget. A
higher percentage of evaluation is conducted aeL2when an evaluation policy is in
place U=233.5,p=.007). No other statistically significant diffei@s were found on the
other levels of evaluation. Phillips (2003) fouhdtt significantly higher levels of

evaluation are conducted at all levels when anuat@in policy is in place.
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HolB: There is no statistically significant relatitis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector organizational characteristics

The study found no statistically significant retaiship between the five levels of
evaluation use and the number of employees woilkitige United States, the number of
U.S. employees participating in training last yearthe annual training budget. P.P.
Phillips (2003) found a weak relationship (r=.1B2jween the annual training budget
and Level 2 evaluation. No other levels of evaluratvere associated with the annual
training budget in her study. No differences wernenid on any of the five levels of
evaluation with the type of nonprofit sector orgaation. Results show no mean rank
differences on the use of each of the five levglthle type of nonprofit sector
organization.

No association existed between any of the fiveltegkevaluation and the size of
the nonprofit sector organization. Hill's (1999)dy showed that in healthcare
organizations, there was a significantly higher ofskevel 1 evaluation by organizations
with 3,000-4,999 employees and those organizatiotisover 20,000 employees than
with organizations with 1-500 employees. P.P. Risls (2003) public sector study also
found similar differences in the use of Level 1llaasion. In public sector organizations,
there was a significantly higher use of Level 1leation by all of the larger
organizations than by those with 1-500 employeBdlips also found significantly
higher use of Level 2 evaluation by organizatiorit \10,001-20,000 employees than
those with 1-500 employees. Organizations in tHdipsector study with over 20,000

employees had a significantly higher use of LeveVdluation than those with 1-500
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employees. Over half (66%) of the organizationthencurrent study have 1-500
employees. Ninety-one percent of the nonprofit nizgtions in the current study have
fewer than 3,000 employees. In Hill's study, 52%a organizations reported fewer
than 3,000 employees; 52% of the organizationsaichell’s (1997) study reported
fewer than 3,000 employees; and in Phillips’s studfb of the organizations reported
fewer than 3,000 employees.

Ho2: There is no statistically significant differenoetween the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelswaluation and nonprofit
sector training practices

The use of the five levels of evaluation is asgedavith nonprofit sector training
practices, which are defined as the need for tnigiand the training process. The training
process includes the timing of evaluation planne@luation reporting, and the
percentage of employees responsible for evaluatangng. Respondents were asked to
indicate why participants are sent to training. Oskevel 4 evaluation is associated with
employees attend in order to perform at a set IgyeR5) and change in organizational
outcomes is expected$£r25). P.P. Phillips (2003) found associations leefnveach level
of evaluation and the need for training. Gomez 8006und relationships at Level 3
(r=.439) and Level 4 (r=.481) with change in orgational outcomes will result.

The training process includes the timing of evatraplanning, evaluation
reporting, and the percentage of employees redplerfsir training. Levels 1 through 4
are associated with most of the steps in the etiatuprocess. There is no association at
Level 5 and any of the steps in evaluation plannifgere was no relationship at any of

the levels and when results are to be documentezlstfongest relationship exists
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between Level 3 evaluation and planning evalugtioor to program development
(r<=.49). Planning evaluation is associated with Levethrough 4, indicating that
evaluation use is higher when planning evaluatioor po program development. The
relationship between Levels 1 through 4 with plagrevaluation prior to or during
program development suggests that nonprofit secganizations are giving some
thought to the evaluation process early in the rogdevelopment stage. Phillips (2003)
also found associations between the five levelsvafuation and the timing of evaluation
planning. The public sector study found the strehg@ssociations between Level 3 and as
the first step in program development and prigortmgram development, and Level 4 and
as the first step in program development. Hill'942) study found that planning occurs
most frequently during program development.

The current study found that higher levels of esain use were reported when
the evaluation information was reported to exeeuthanagement. The strongest
relationships exist between Level 3£.39) and Level 5 (r=.36) when evaluation
information is reported to executive managememR. Phillips (2003) found higher use
of each level of evaluation when participants @igart evaluation information to
management. Gomez (2003) found no difference ilusieeof evaluation at each level
when participants did or did not report findingstanagement.

To examine other training practices in nonprofitee organizations, respondents
were asked to indicate the percentage of staffluegbin training evaluation. Level 1
(r<=.38) and Level 2 +.36) evaluation use were associated with the numib@aining
staff involved in evaluation. Higher levels of evafion use are noted when the number

of training staff involved in the evaluation proseascreases. Phillips (2003) noted a
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significant relationship between all levels of exaglon and percentage of training staff
involved in training.

Training practices in organizations also includesiding on the criteria to use to
evaluate at Level 5. It also includes decidinglmndriteria for selecting the ROl methods
to be used. The top criteria for selecting progrémise evaluated at Level 5 are linked to
strategic objectives and operational goals. PBil{003) found similar results in the
public sector study. Since public sector organtretiand nonprofit sector organizations
do not operate for a profit, aligning training teasegic goals and objectives is important
to overall success. As in the Phillips study, theent study found that training
professionals look for credible yet simple methtmlase to evaluate at Level 5, ROI.

Ho3A: There is no statistically significant differenbetween the percentage of

evaluation conducted at each of the five levelsvafluation and manager
experience

The use of the five levels of evaluation is asgdedavith the experience of the
HRD manager. In this study, manager experiencefiaed as the title of the respondent,
the number of years he or she has been in theiaegem, the number of years working
in training, and the academic preparation of tlspoadent. The analysis showed no
statistically significant differences with any bkt five levels of evaluation and the
respondent’s job title. This suggests that thetifd of the respondents does not
influence the use of any of the five levels of enagilon. Phillips (2003) found differences
at Level 1 and Level 4 with the title of public smcrespondents.

Survey question G12 asked respondents to indibatelevel of academic

preparation by selecting associate degree, ba¢helegree, master’s degree, doctoral
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degree, or other academic preparation. The resultee Kruskal-Wallis ANOVAH test
indicated a statistically significant mean ranKeliénce on Level 3 and academic
preparation. The post hoc test indicated that thsten's degree/{=12.82,p<.05) had a
significantly higher mean rank compared to bacheldegree or doctorate. Those with a
master’s degree reported a higher Level 3 evalnatse than those with other academic
preparations. Phillips (2003) found an associatih Level 5 evaluation use and
academic preparation (F=4.11%.007).

Ho3B: There is no statistically significant relatibis between the percentage of
evaluation conducted at each of the five levelsvafluation and manager
experience

The number of years respondents have been wonkitigeir current organization

and the number of years they have been involvedtiaining function are also indicators
of manager experience. No statistically significatationships were found between the
number of years in the organization and any ofitheslevels of evaluation use. Phillips
(2003) found no significant relationships betweember of years in the organization
and any of the five levels of evaluation use. Theent study also found no statistically
significant relationship between the number of geara training function and any of the
five levels of evaluation use. Phillips, howeveurd a statistically significant
association between the percentage of evaluatiodumed at Level 4 and the years in
the training function (F=3.084<.027).

Ho4: There is no statistically significant differenoetween the barriers to training
evaluation in nonprofit sector organizations anchdavel of training

evaluation conducted
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Nonprofit sector organizations report using the fievels of evaluation, but
increased use could result if barriers to trairemgluation are removed. The top reason
for not evaluating at all five levels of evaluatismot required by the organization. Hill's
(1999) healthcare study and P.P. Phillips’s (2@Q)lic sector study both included not
required by the organization as one of the topaesi$or not evaluating training. Lack of
training or experience using this form of evaluatamd cost in person-hours and/or
capital also top the list of reasons nonprofit geotganizations do not evaluate at the
various levels of evaluation. This supports thdifigs by Hill and Phillips in previous
studies.

To examine whether differences exist on the batetraining evaluation by any
of the five levels, Mann-Whitney tests were conducted. At Level 1, reaction and
planned action, there are significant differencéh Vittle perceived value to the
organization, lack of training or experience udinig form of evaluation, and not
required by the organization. The percentage ofanos evaluated at Level 1 is
impacted by these barriers. Those respondents wherience these barriers are less
likely to evaluate at Level 1. Phillips (2003) falioost, training is done only to meet
legal requirements, and not required by the orgdinza associated with Level 1
evaluation use.

At Level 2, the barriers little perceived valuethe organization and not required
by the organization were statistically significgndifferent from the other barriers. These
barriers go hand-in-hand and send the messagththdgvel of evaluation is not
important. Phillips (2003) found cost, lack of triaig or experience, and not required by

the organization associated with Level 2 evaluati@vel 3 evaluation is impacted by
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the barriers evaluation takes too much time andeuwiired by the organization. Phillips
found that not required by the organization as aeltost and lack of training or
experience impact the use of Level 3 evaluatiohénpublic sector. No statistically
significant differences in barriers were found @vel 4 evaluation use. Phillips,
however, found significant differences in the basicost, lack of training or experience
in using this form of evaluation, and not requibgdthe organization with Level 4
evaluation use. At Level 5, the current study fodifterences with the barriers little
perceived value and not required by the organinadiggesting that respondents do not
evaluate at Level 5 when they do not see any l@akvand are not required by anyone to
show return on investment. The only difference IRisiffound at Level 5 was with the
barrier cost in person-hours and/or capital.

Limitations of the Results

Caution should be taken in the conclusions drawmfthe findings of the current
study. The study was limited by the low response fla=74) for the size of the study
population (N=879). The low response rate affetiedresults and generalizability of the
study.

Another limitation of the study was the use of nargmetric statistics. With the
exception of the Mann-Whitndy test, nonparametric statistics are less powenfn t
their parametric analyses equivalent. Parametaitssits have greater power to detect
significant differences. The Mann-Whitneytest and its parametric equivalémest are
both powerful tests.

Conclusions
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Based on four previous studies conducted on trgiewaluation practices in
financial services, healthcare, public sector, lasiness and industry (Gomez, 2003;
Hill, 1999; P.P. Phillips, 2003; Twitchell, 199&nd training evaluation literature, a
conceptual framework for training evaluation waareixed. The framework suggests
that if (a) organizations meet similar characterssas previous organizations studied; (b)
stakeholders see evaluation as adding value; (opg®as responsible for training are
experienced in training and training evaluation;tfek training process incorporates
training evaluation as an important componenttl{e)evaluation process is considered at
the time the need for the program is determingdydfriers to evaluation do not exist,
and (g) organizations follow a specific set of suémd criteria for determining the level at
which programs are evaluated, then organizatioigvectice a balanced approach to
training evaluation. Comparing the results of 8tisdy to the previous studies in
financial services, healthcare, public sector, laginess and industry will help support
the evaluation framework.

Research Questions 1 and 2

Nonprofit sector organizations evaluate trainingdaminantly at Level 1,
reaction and planned action, and Level 2, learniimg methods used to evaluate at these
levels are reaction questionnaires (Level 1) atfdassessment and facilitator/instructor
assessment (Level 2). Level 1 and Level 2 evalnatase easier to conduct because
typically these are done before participants leaeeclassroom. These generally do not
require additional resources and are easy to adtamievel 1 and Level 2 evaluations
are usually conducted for the benefit of the traarel the training department rather than

for the benefit of the client. Nonprofit sector angzations tend to use more subjective
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methods of evaluation. Although most reaction goasgires contain rating scales, the
assessment is a more subjective method and caasked bn factors other than the worth
of the class. There is some use of Levels 3, 4 5andhe nonprofit sector. When
respondents do evaluate at Level 4, they tenddsubjective measures to isolate the
effects of training. Customer/client input, pari@nt estimates, and management
estimates top the list of methods participantstassolate the effects of training.
Hypothesis 1

The existence of a written evaluation policy iSraportant organizational
characteristic in regard to Level 2 evaluation. plafit sector organizations report a
higher use of Level 2 evaluation when a writterigyoéxists that guides the evaluation
process. A written policy might have a greater iotpn evaluation use at Levels 3 and 4
in nonprofit sector organizations. The significabetween a written policy and Level 2
IS encouraging.
Hypothesis 2

Training evaluation is an important part of thertiiag process. The training
process is defined as the timing of evaluation ulag, evaluation reporting, and
percentage of employees responsible for evaluatamging. The results of this study
show that evaluation planning for Levels 1, 2,r8] 4 begins prior to program
development. Planning evaluation prior to develgghre training program can save time
and resources later. With limited resources suah@sey and people, nonprofit
organizations must maximize the effectiveness eif tihaining programs. Planning prior
to the program development can also help ensuteitbgrogram materials are tied to

the objectives of the program. Another aspect eftthining process addresses whether
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the results of evaluation are reported to executimeagement. It is reassuring to find a
positive relationship between each level of evahumaénd the fact that evaluation results
are reported to management. The results also datvittere is a positive relationship in
the number of staff involved in training with Lesel and 2. Since Levels 1 and 2 have a
high percentage of use and are easy to conductjghiicant relationship is not a
surprise.

Selecting programs to evaluate at Level 5 is reskfor select programs.
Training programs should be important to stratefectives, have the interest of top
management, and linked to operational goals angsssefore being considered for
Level 5 evaluation. Nonprofit organizations shotayet programs for Level 5
evaluation that are visible and can impact theegsaof the organization. Nonprofit
training professionals should also choose Levelduation methods that are not only
credible but also simple. Training professionalamy industry or sector are more likely
to use evaluation methods that are easy to usé. [iiited time and resources,
evaluation methods must be pragmatic and easilgrshabd.

Hypothesis 3

The academic preparation of managers in nonprgjarmzations is important
with regard to Level 3 evaluation. Understandingvlto assess behavior change in
training participants once they return to worknsimportant catalyst to conducting
evaluation at higher levels. An advanced degree megy nonprofit training professionals
understand Level 3 evaluation. It may also havemiwe training professionals exposure
to training evaluation projects through graduatersework.

Hypothesis 4
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If barriers to conducting training evaluation extsaining professionals may have
a hard time conducting evaluations or may chooskifmthem. The most significant
barriers to training evaluation in the nonprofittee are not required by the organization
and lack of training or experience using this fahevaluation. This goes back to the
existence of a written evaluation policy. If an lexagion policy exists in the organization,
training evaluation will be required. If trainingaduation is required in the organization,
training staff will be encouraged and supportetb&on how to conduct training
evaluation. With limited budget and resources mribnprofit sector, effort is not given
to training evaluation. If evaluation is supported encouraged by management,
evidence can be shown that a program is contrigutirthe strategic goals and objectives
of the organization.

Recommendations

Based on the findings and conclusions of this metestudy on training
evaluation in the nonprofit sector, the followiregommendations for practice are
presented in order of importance.
Recommendations for Practice

Develop an evaluation policlthough Level 2 was the only level of evaluation
that was associated with the existence of an etrafupolicy, the existence of a policy
would encourage several other factors related &uation. The existence of an
evaluation policy would involve executive managememich will help them understand
evaluation and the reasons it is important. Withrtmvolvement, more effort will be put

into training the staff on evaluation. The writgolicy will also spell out which

98



programs should be evaluated and at which levalsalNl programs should be evaluated
at all five levels.

Encourage participation in evaluation seminaksick of training evaluation
experience was identified as a barrier to trair@agluation. ASTD and The America
Evaluation Association provide valuable resouraesheir respective Web sites. They
also provide regional and international learningis®ars and Webinars on evaluation.
The ASTD ROI Network is available to all ASTD memben the nonprofit and for-
profit sectors. The ROI Institute is also a valeat@source for training evaluation and
ROI.

Expand Level 1 evaluatioifhe traditional Level 1 evaluation questionnaiae
be expanded to include planned action. Participearisbe given the opportunity to
identify how they will apply the training to thearork, which can be an easy way to
capture data for Level 3 and possible Level 4 eatadn. This takes the reaction
guestionnaire beyond how well the participants the program. With subjective
measures in the traditional questionnaire, the @dddiéty measures add a little more
credibility and objectivity to the Level 1 evaluati process.

Recommendations for Further Research

The objective of this research project was to diesdraining evaluation practices
in the U.S. nonprofit sector. This study attempteéurther validate the framework for
evaluation based on previous research (Gomez, 20031999; P.P. Phillips, 2003;
Twitchell, 1997). The study also provided a glimp$@onprofit organizational
evaluation practices. The findings in this studydeéhemselves to further research. The

recommendations for further research are presémteal particular order.
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Evaluation of international nonprofit organizatiomhe current study focused on
evaluation practices in the U.S. nonprofit secfdill the evaluation framework for U.S.
nonprofit sector organizations hold true for ingranal nonprofit organizations? A look
at nonprofit sector organizations outside the Uhféates may provide a look at best
practices that can be applied to U.S. organizatidfith the growth of ASTD and ISPI
outside the United States, evaluation has becotogi@of interest around the world.

Stakeholder perspective on training evaluatibtichalski and Cousins (2001)
provided an introduction to stakeholder perspedtieaining evaluation. P.P. Phillips
(2003) included stakeholder perspective as a Viarialthe public sector study. While
she found no association between stakeholder pergpand any of the five levels of
evaluation, it would be important to study in trenprofit sector. Nonprofit sector
organizations operate with donations or grant mpageyg these providers of funds want
to know how their money is being spent. Includingm in the study could give valuable
insight into nonprofit sector training practices.

Training evaluation in academichligher education institutions may be for-profit,
nonprofit, or state government affiliated. Educasibinstitutions are in the business of
educating. Are they evaluating their own prograie®they evaluating any employee
training? Academic institutions are also facing d¢petdconstraints much like the nonprofit
sector. Money for higher education is donated, g@or given by state and federal

governments for operation, which creates accoulitialsisues in higher education.
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SURVEY OF TRAINING

EVALUATION IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR
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SURVEY OF TRAINING EVALUATION

IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Thank you for participating in this survey resegpecbject. This survey gathers data on training
evaluation imonprofit sector organizations and is adapted from a suteggloped by Dr. Patricia
Phillips in Training Evaluation in the Public Sectdt.will take you approximately 30 minutes to
complete the survey.

Herein, “training” includes any employer-sponsoegication/training that addresses knowledge and
skills needed for nonprofit sector employee devedept. This includes both employer-delivered and
contractor-provided training.

Sections A-E respectively address reaction, legrrin-the-job application, organizational outcomes,
and return on investment. Section F addressesajanaluation practices within the organization.
Section G gathers general and demographic datautfduties include education/training outside the
United States, please respond based only on edoltedining that occurs in the United States.

Participation in this research is completely votuptand participation may be discontinued at any
time without penalty or prejudice. This study doesinvolve any reasonably foreseeable risks. The
Survey Form # listed at the top of the survey fismsed to secure sampling adequacy, facilitate
follow-up on unreturned surveys, and to ensurettiafirst 200 respondents receive a copy of
Return on I nvestment Basics (2005). All respondents will receive a summary copy of thsults.

To maintain confidentiality, the survey # will bernoved from the survey. The survey # and the list
that matches your name to the Survey Form # witlésroyed after responses are coded and a
mailing list is compiled for survey results. Nalividual response information will be released to
anyone before or after this list is destroyed. Aflempletion of the research project, the individua
responses will be destroyed and only summary indgion will retained.

This project has been reviewed and approved byttieersity of North Texas Institutional Review
Board (IRB), which ensures that research projextslving human subjects follow federal
regulations. Any questions or concerns about yigiits as a research participant should be directed
to the UNT IRB, P.O. Box 305250, Denton, TX 762@%8, (940) 565-3940.

If you have questions regarding this research project, please contact:
Travis K. Brewer
PO Box 190136
Dallas, TX 75219-0136
Telephone: 214-207-3652
E-mail: doc2b64@yahoo.com
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Section A: Measures of Reaction

Section A relates to the use of participant reactioforms to measure participants’ post-
training reaction and satisfaction with course congnt, instructors, facilities, audio-visual
equipment and, in some cases, how the participanpgan to use the information from the
program.

Al. What percentage of your organization’s currenty active training programs use
participant reaction forms or other methodgo gain information on participants’ post-
training thoughts or feelings about variousaspects of a program such as content,
instruction, facilities, materials, or useflness?

%

If you entered 0% for question Al, please skip touestion A4

A2. Please estimate the percentage of programs irhigh your organization uses each of
the various methods listed on the left to eluate reaction. Please circle the number
corresponding to the percentage of use of@amethod listed. If you do not use a
method, please circle 1.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Reaction questionnaires 1 2 3 4 5 6
Action plans 1 2 3 4 5 6

In the space below, please write in any additionahethods used and circle the number
corresponding to the percent of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6

A3. Please score the following on a 1 to 5 scale ¢lyecking the appropriate box.
1 = Extremely Unimportant; 5 = Extremely Important.

How important are measures of participant reactionin:

1
Improving processes to track participant a
progression with skills

Building stronger commitment to training by key
stakeholders

Improving facilitator performance
Improving programs

Eliminating unsuccessful programs
Making investment decisions
Demonstrating value

Boosting program credibility

00000 O Own
00000 O Do

O O.
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A4. When you do not evaluate participant reactiona a training program, what are the
reasons? Check all that apply.

o Little perceived value to the organization o Not required by the organization
a The cost in person-hours and/or capital 0 Policy prohibits the evaluation of
organization staff by the training department
0 Evaluation takes too much time fromthe 0 Training is done only to meet legal
program requirements
o Lack of training or experience in using thiso  Union opposition
form of evaluation
0 Unavailability of data needed for this form of
evaluation

Other reasons:

Comments:

Section B: Measures of Learning

Section B relates to evaluation methods that measaitearning resulting from a training
program.

B1. What percentage of your organization’s currenty active training programs use
evaluation to measure learning resulting frm training?
%

If you entered 0% for question B1 above, please gkio guestion B4.

B2. Please estimate the percentage of programs irhigh your organization uses each of
the various methods listed below to evaluatearning. Please circle the number
corresponding to the percentage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%

Written pre-test/post-test 1 2 3 4 5 6
Written post-test only 1 2 3 4 5 6
Simulation

1 2 3 4 5 6
Work samples 1 2 3 4 5 6
Skill demonstrations 1 2 3 4 5 6
On-the-job demonstration 1 2 3 4 5 6
Self assessment 1 2 3 4 5 6
Team assessment 1 2 3 4 5 6
Facilitator/instructor assessment 1 2 3 4 5 6
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In the space below, please write any additional eltaation methods used and circle the
number corresponding to the percentage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6

B3. Please score the following on a 1 to 5 scale ¢dhecking the appropriate box.
1 = Extremely Unimportant; 5 = Extremely Important.

How important are measures of learning in:

1 2 3 4 5
Improving processes to track participant a a a
progression with skills
Building stronger commitment to training by key O a a a a
stakeholders
Improving facilitator performance a a a a a
Improving programs a a a a a
Eliminating unsuccessful programs a a a a a
Making investment decisions a u a a a
Demonstrating value a u a a a
Boosting program credibility a a a a a

B4. When you do not evaluate learning that took plee during a training program, what
are the reasons? Check all that apply.

o Little perceived value to the organization o Not required by the organization
O The cost in person-hours and/or capital 0 Policy prohibits the evaluation of
organization staff by the training department
0 Evaluation takes too much time fromthe 0 Training is done only to meet legal
program requirements
o Lack of training or experience in using thisa  Union opposition
form of evaluation
0 Unavailability of data needed for this form of
evaluation

Other reasons:

Comments:
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Section C: Measures of On-the-Job Application

Section C relates to evaluation methods that measeithe transfer of learning to the job.
These measures typically take place several weeksnonths after a training program
and measure actual use or the knowledge or skillamed during the training program.

C1. What percentage of your organization’s currenty active training programs use
evaluation methods that measure the amount earning transferred to the job?

If you entered 0% to guestion C1 above, please skip guestion C4

C2. Please estimate the percentage of programs fehich your organization uses each of
the various methods listed below to evaluatbe use of learning on the job. Please
circle the number corresponding to the percgage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Anecdotal information 1 2 3 4 5 6
Observation 1 2 3 4 5 6
Performance appraisal 1 2 3 4 5 6
Existing records other than 1 2 3 4 5 6
performance appraisal
Records produced specifically for 1 2 3 4 5 6
evaluation purposes
Assessment by trainee’s subordinate 1 2 3 4 5 6
Self-assessment 1 2 3 4
Peer assessment 1 2 3 4 5 6
Assessment by trainee’s supervisor 1 2 3 4
Focus groups 1 2 3 4
Follow-up assignments 1 2 3 4 5 6
Action plans 1 2 3 4
Performance contracts with 1 2 3 4 5 6
supervisor

In the space below, please write any additional eltation methods used and circle the
number corresponding to the percentage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
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C3. Please score the following on a 1 to 5 scale ¢hecking the appropriate box.
1 = Extremely Unimportant; 5 = Extremely Important.

How important are measures of on-the-job applicatia in:

2 3 4 5
Improving processes to track participant a a a a
progression with skills
Building stronger commitment to training by key O a a a a
stakeholders
Improving facilitator performance a a a a a
Improving programs a a a a a
Eliminating unsuccessful programs a a a a a
Making investment decisions a u a a a
Demonstrating value a u a a a
Boosting program credibility a a a a a

C4. When you do not evaluate transfer of learningd the job after a training program,
what are the reasons? Check all that apply.

o Little perceived value to the organization o Not required by the organization
a The costin person-hours and/or capital 0 Policy prohibits the evaluation of
organization staff by the training department
0 Evaluation takes too much time fromthe o Training is done only to meet legal
program requirements
o Lack of training or experience in using thisa  Union opposition
form of evaluation
0 Unavailability of data for this form of
evaluation

Other reasons:

Comments:

Section D: Measures of Organizational Qutcomes

Section D relates to evaluation methods that measeiiorganizational change (outcomes)
due to a change in performance as a result of leaing that occurred in the training
program. These measures usually compare conditioqsior to training to conditions
after training has been completed and link the chage to the training program.

D1. What percentage of your organization’s currenty active training programs use
evaluation methods that measure organizatial outcomes that occur after a training
program?

%
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If you entered 0% to question D1 above, please skip guestion D4

D2. Please estimate the percentage of programs imi@h your organization uses each of the
various methods listed below to evaluate cagizational outcomes. Please circle the
number corresponding to the percentage of as

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Anecdotal information 1 2 3 4 5 6
Improved productivity 1 2 3 4 5 6
Improved quality 1 2 3 4 5 6
Improved efficiency 1 2 3 4 5 6
Cost savings 1 2 3 4 5 6

Compliance with federal, state, and 1 2 3 4 5 6
local regulations

Employee satisfaction 1
Customer satisfaction 1
Isolate for effects of program 1
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In the space below, please write any additional eltation methods used and circle the
number corresponding to the percentage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6

D3. Please score the following on a 1 to 5 scaledhecking the appropriate box.
1 = Extremely Unimportant; 5 = Extremely Important.

How important are measures of organizational outcoras in:

1 2 3 4
Improving processes to track participant a u a
progression with skills
Building stronger commitment to training by key U4 u a a
stakeholders
Improving facilitator performance a a a a
Improving programs a u a a
Eliminating unsuccessful programs a u a a
Making investment decisions a a a a
Demonstrating value a a a a
Boosting program credibility a a a a
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D4. When you do not evaluate organizational outconseresulting from a training
program, what are the reasons? Check all thapply.

o Little perceived value to the organization o Not required by the organization
a The costin person-hours and/or capital 0 Policy prohibits the evaluation of

organization staff by the training department

0 Evaluation takes too much time fromthe 0 Training is done only to meet legal
program requirements
o Lack of training or experience in using thisa  Union opposition
form of evaluation
0 Unavailability of data for this form of
evaluation

Other reasons:

Comments:

Section E: Measures of Return on Investment

Section E relates to methods of calculating returon investment in training programs.
These measures compare the monetary returns compatréo the costs of investing in a
training program.

E1l. What percentage of your organization’s currenty active training programs use
evaluation methods that measure return on irestment (ROI)?
%

If you entered 0% above in question E1, please skip question E4

E2. Please estimate the percentage of currently &t programs in which your organization
uses each of the various methods listed beltovevaluate return on investment. Please
circle the number corresponding to the percedage of use (following the definitions).

Definition:

Traditional Return on Investment Calculation (ROI): Return on Investment (ROI) is a
financial analysis method that is used t@eine if resources are being used profitably. A
common formula for ROl is ROI% = Net ProgrBemefits/Program Costs x 100.

Cost Benefit Analysis:The relationship between the program benefits (ingjuand program
costs (associated with the investment) isnoftepressed as a ratio BCR = Program
Benefits/Program Costs.

Payback Period: Payback period represents the length of time redub recover an original

amount invested through the investment’s dlashand is expressed by the following
formula: Payback Period = Initial Investm@&@ash Flow Per Year.
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Net Present Value (NPV):Net present value (NPV) is a financial analysishrodtwhere all
expected cash inflows and outflows are distedito the present point in time, using a pre-
selected discount rate. The present valubeoinflows are added together, and the initial

outlay (and any other subsequent outflowslstracted. The difference between the inflows
and outflows is the net present values.

Internal Rate of Return (IRR): Internal rate of return (IRR) is a financial anagysiethod

that uses a time-adjusted rate of return. IRifieis the rate at which the present value of the
inflows equals the present value of the outfipor the rate at which the NPV is equal to zero.
This method determines the interest rate redunaking the present value of the cash flow

equal to zero. It represents the maximumaohibeterest that could be paid on a project
breakeven basis using borrowed funds.

Utility Analysis: Utility analysis examines the relationship betwpersductivity and job
performance. One version of the utility fotenis presented by Godkewitsch: F = N[(ExM)-
C], where F = financial utility; N = number p&ople affected; E = effect of the intervention;
M = monetary value of the effect; and C = adfg¢he intervention per person. E is also
measured in standard deviation units.

Balanced Scorecard: The Balanced scorecard is a framework to evalug@nizational
performance by linking our perspectives: ficiah customer, internal business, and innovation

learning. Managers select a “limited numbfesritical indicators within each of the four
perspectives” (Kaplan & Norton).

Consequences of Not TrainingThe financial (and other) impact analysis of natdacting
training.

Please circle the number corresponding to the peragage of currently active programs
in which your organization uses each of theavious methods listed below to evaluate
return on investment.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%

Traditional ROI calculation 3 5

1 2

Cost Benefit Analysis 1 2 3
Payback Period 1 2 3
Net Present Value (NPV) 1 2 3
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 1 2 3
Utility Analysis 1 2 3 4 5 6
Balanced Scorecard 1 2

Consequences of Not Training 1 2
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In the space below, please write any additional eltsation methods used and circle the
number corresponding to the percentage of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
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E3. Please score the following on a 1 to 5 scale ¢dhecking the appropriate box.
1 = Extremely Unimportant; 5 = Extremely Impatant.

How important are measures of return on investment:

1 2 3 4 5
Improving processes to track participant (] a a a a
progression with skills
Building stronger commitment to training by key U1 a a a a
stakeholders
Improving facilitator performance a a a a a
Improving programs (] a a a a
Eliminating unsuccessful programs (] a a a a
Making investment decisions u u u a a
Demonstrating value u u u a a
Boosting program credibility (] a a a a

E4. When you do not evaluate training at the ROI leel, what are the reasons? Check all
that apply.

o Little perceived value to the organization o Not required by the organization
O The costin person-hours and/or capital o Policy prohibits the evaluation of organization
staff by the training department
o Evaluation takes too much time fromthe o Training is done only to meet legal
program requirements
o Lack of training or experience in using thiso  Union opposition
form of evaluation
0 Unavailability of data for this form of
evaluation

Other reasons:

Comments:
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Section F: Training and Evaluation in the Organizaton

F1. Please indicate the percentage of currently daee programs in which your organization
starts planning the evaluation process at ehof the stages listed below. Please circle the
number corresponding to the appropriate percetage.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Prior to program development 1 2 3 4 5 6
As the first step in program 1 2 3 4 5 6
development
During program development 1 2 3 4 5 6
After program completion 1 2 3 4 5 6
When training program results must 1 2 3 4 5 6
be documented
Evaluations are not implemented 1 2 3 4 5 6

F2. Employee development programs are delivered fa variety of reasons and have
different levels of participation. Please idicate to the right the percentage of your
currently active programs that match the desriptions listed. Please circle the number
corresponding to the appropriate percentagdrespond to all reasons that apply.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Employees are sent to the program 1 2 3 4 5 6
as a reward
All employees involved in an 1 2 3 4 5 6
activity or specific group attend the
program
Participants will acquire new 1 2 3 4 5 6
attitudes by attending the program
Participants in the program will be 1 2 3 4 5 6
able to perform at a set level
A change in organizational 1 2 3 4 5 6
outcomes will result from the
program

F3. Approximately what percentage of the employeedining staff is involved in
evaluation? Please circle the number correspding to the appropriate percentage.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6

F4. Approximately what percentage of employee traimg budget is applied to the
evaluation? Please circle the number correspding to the appropriate percentage.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
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F5. Approximately what percentage of the employeadining staff has formal
preparation in evaluation? Please circle theumber corresponding to the appropriate
percentage.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6

F6. What percentage of the time do you isolate theffects of a training program using the
following methods? Please circle the numbeorresponding to the appropriate
percentage.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
Use of control groups 1 2
Trend line analysis 1 2
Forecasting methods 1 2
Participant estimate 1 2
Supervisor estimate 1 2
Management estimates 1 2
Use of previous studies 1 2
Customer/client input 1
Expert estimates 1
Subordinate estimates 1
Calculating/estimating the impact of 1 2
other factors
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Other methods used to isolate the effects of the ggram:

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79  80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6

Comments:

F7. Circle the percentage of currently active traimng programs that must be evaluated in
order to receive continued funding.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79 80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6

F8. Financial expertise is available to support traning evaluation
if requested from sources within the organetion
(example: assistance with acquisition of oectme data such
as turnover, unit costs, etc.) Yes No

If yes, do you routinely use this financiaéxpertise to
support training evaluation? Yes No
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F9. How is employee development funded in your orgézation? Check only one.

o Separate training budget o Administrative budget and no chargeback
for program attendance
O Separate training budget and separate praofit Other:
center
0 Administrative budget and some form of
chargeback for program attendance

F10. Is a written training evaluation policy in place in your
organization? Yes No

If “No”, skip to question F13.

F11. To what extent does your written evaluation dicy guide the evaluation process?
Please circle the number corresponding the percent of use.

0% 1-19 20-39 40-59 60-79 80-100%
1 2 3 4 5 6

F12. Which levels of evaluation are covered by theritten policy? Check all that apply.

o Level 1 (reaction) o Level 4 (organizational outcomes)
o Level 2 (learning) o Level 5 (ROI)
o Learning 3 (on-the-job application) a Other:

F13. Which criteria are important in selecting training programs for evaluation
at the return-on-investment level (Level® Rank the following ten items (including
your specified “other” item) in order of importance: 1 is most important;
10 is least important. Please designateanking score only one time (e.g. only one
item should be ranked a 1, 2, 3, etc.).

____Involves large target audience ____Take afsgnit investment of time
____Expected to have a long life cycle ____Hagh kisibility

____Important to strategic objectives ____ Haverapehensive needs assessment
____Links to operational goals and issues ____ Hawenterest of top executives
____Are expensive ____ Other:

F14. Which criteria would be most important in detemining the most effective method of
calculating return on investment (ROI) oftraining? Rank the following ten items
(including your specified “other” item) in order of importance. 1 is most important;
10 is least important. Please designateanking score only one time (e.g. only one
item should be ranked a 1, 2, 3, etc.)

____simple ____ be appropriate for a variety of paots
____economical __ be applicable with all typedaia
____credible ____account for all program costs
____theoretically sound ____have successful trackrd
____account for other factors ____ Other:

(e.g., isolate variables other than

training)
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F15. Training program evaluation information is routinely
reported to executive management in my oagization. Yes No

Section G: Demographic Information

Please provide the following information about yourentire organization (not just the
training division):

G1. Type of nonprofit sector organization

o Health Services o Civic, Social and Fraternal
0 Education/Research o Arts and Culture

0 Social and Legal Services 0 Religious

o Foundations a Other:

G2. Size of organization (include fulltime, part-tme, and contract employees)

o 1-500 o 5,001 -10,000
o 501-1,000 o 10,001 - 20,000
o 1,001 -3,000 o Over 20,000

o 3,001 -5,000

G3. Number of employees working in the United State
G4. Number of U.S. employees participating in traing last year

G5. Number of years your organization has been praging training

G6. Your title

a Executive Director a Supervisor
o Deputy Director o Coordinator
o Director O Specialist
o Manager o Analyst

o Chief Administrator a Other:

a Administrator

G7. Your job function as indicated in your job title:

o Employee Development o Programs

a Staff Development a HRD (Human Resource Development)
o Training a Personnel

0 Education o HRM (Human Resource Management)
o Training and Development o HR (Human Resources)

o Training and Education a Other:

G8. What is your total training budget? $
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G9. Number of years you have been working in thisrganization
a 1-5years

a 6-10years

o 11 or more years

G10. Number of years you personally have been inwad in a training function in this or
any other position (in any organization)

a 1-5years

a 6-10years

a 11 or more years
G11. Gender

o Male
o Female

G12. Academic preparation (check highest level congted and major field of study)

O Associate degree Major:
o Bachelor's degree Major:
0 Master’s degree Major:
o Doctorate degree Major:

Other education, training, or development not covesd by above categories (type or
subject/field of study):

G13. Do you have general comments regarding thisgearch and/or specific items of
interest not covered by this survey?
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Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Pleas use the enclosed stamped, self-
addressed envelope to return this survey by May 32006 to:

Travis K. Brewer
P.O. Box 190136
Dallas, TX 75219-0136

If you are among the first 200 respondents, you witeceive a copy of the book listed below.
All respondents will receive a summary of the rests of the study.

Return on Investment Basi@&005). Alexandria, VA: American Society for Traig and
Development.
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May 20, 2006 [Letterhead] The University of Nortexas
Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
Denton, TX

John Doe

Training Director
XYZ Services

1234 Nonprofit Way
Dallas, TX 75235

A few days from now you will receive in the maiteguest to complete a questionnaire
for a doctoral dissertation research project. Pphggect is a requirement for me to
complete a Ph.D. in Applied Technology and Perfercealmprovement from the
University of North Texas.

The questionnaire addresses current practiceaiimrtg evaluation in nonprofit
organizations. It will take you approximately 30nuies to complete the questionnaire.

| am writing in advance because many people likentmv ahead of time that they will be
contacted to participate in research such asThis.study is an important one that will
contribute to the growing literature on trainingaiiation.

Your participation in this research project is coetgly voluntary and may be
discontinued at any time without penalty or pregediConfidentiality of your responses
will be maintained. This research project has begrewed and approved by the UNT
Institutional Review Board. Contact the UNT IRB4(9 565-3940, with any questions
regarding your rights as a research subject.

Thank you for your time and consideration. It i$yomith the generous help of people
like you that our research can be successful.uflyave questions regarding this research
project, please call me at (214) 358-0778 or emailatdoc2b64@yahoo.com

Sincerely,

Travis K. Brewer
Doctoral Candidate, University of North Texas

Research Supervised By:

Dr. Jerry Wircenski

Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
College of Education

University of North Texas

(940) 565-2714
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February 28, 2006 [Letterhead] The University oftdrexas
Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
Denton, TX

John Doe

Training Director
XYZ Services

1234 Nonprofit Way
Dallas, TX 75235

As you know, there is increasing pressure for nefifporganizations to strengthen transparency,
governance, and accountability in all operatiortge Panel on the Nonprofit Sector
recommended Disclosure of Performance Data apd®t@ard accountability. This is true for
employer-sponsored training as well as other progra

For this reason, | am conducting research in tngievaluation methods in nonprofit sector
organizations. By surveying nonprofit sector orgations, | hope to identify effective evaluation
methods, thereby, providing information to orgatias such as yours that might enhance the
quality of training.

As a member of <ASTD/ISPI>, you are uniquely posiéd to contribute to this research and to
the broader effort to expand and share nonprafibséraining evaluation experience. Thus, your
completing the enclosed survey and returning thenpostage-paid envelope by March 22, 2006,
will be greatly appreciated. The entire survey pescshould take no more than 30 minutes.

Your answers are completely confidential and wallrbleased only as summaries in which no
individual’'s answers can be identified. The fir80Zespondents will receive a copy of
Measuring ROI in the Public Sector (2002). Alsbrespondents will receive a research results
summary.

This research is being conducted according to tidetjines set forth by UNT’s Institutional
Review Board, which ensures that research projeetdving human subjects follow federal
regulations. Any questions or concerns about righta research subject should be directed to the
Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The Unisigy of North Texas, P.O. Box 305250,

Denton, TX 76203-5250, (940) 565-3940.

If you have any questions or comments about thidysiplease contact me via phone at (214)
358-0778 or via email atoc2b64@yahoo.com

Thank you for helping me with this research project
Sincerely,

Travis K. Brewer
Doctoral Candidate, University of North Texas

Research Supervised By:

Dr. Jerry Wircenski

Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
College of Education

University of North Texas
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Enclosures: Research Questionnaire and PostagdRBambnse Envelope
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February 28, 2006

Last week, a questionnaire seeking your informagiloout your use of training
evaluation was mailed to you. You name was seldcten the <ASTD/ISPI>
membership list.

If you have already completed and returned thetopresaire, please accept my sincer
thanks. If not, please do so today. | am espeaigfiyeful for your help because it is

only by asking people like you to share your exgrazes with training evaluation in the

nonprofit sector that | can understand best prestand any barriers to evaluation.

If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if itsnaisplaced, please call me at 214-35
0778 and | will get another one in the mail to yoday.

Travis K. Brewer
Doctoral Candidate, University of North Texas

[¢)
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March 8, 2006 [Letterhead] The University of Noftbxas
Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
Denton, TX

John Doe

Training Director
XYZ Services

1234 Nonprofit Way
Dallas, TX 75235

About five weeks ago you should have received stiprnaire that asked for input in training
evaluation practices in nonprofit sector organati To the best of my knowledge it has not yet
been returned.

I am writing again because of the importance ofrygquestionnaire in achieving accurate results.
Although we sent questionnaires to members of <ASI®I> representing nonprofit sector
organizations across the U.S., it is only by hepfiom nearly everyone in the sample that we
can be sure the results are truly representative.

If you are no longer in a position to comment @inting evaluation practices within your
organization, please indicate so on the coverrlatid return the cover letter in the postage-paid
envelope. This will allow me to delete your narmanirthe mailing list.

A questionnaire identification number is printedrad top of the questionnaire so that we can
check your name off the mailing list when it isurgied. The list of names will be used to
distribute research summary results only. Youniiddial responses to the questionnaire will not
be made available to anyone before or after theareh is concluded. Please keep in mind that
your participation in this research is completatyuwmtary and may be discontinued at any time
without penalty or prejudice. The entire surveygass should take no more than 30 minutes.

This research is being conducted according to tidetjines set forth by UNT’s Institutional
Review Board, which ensures that research projeetdving human subjects follow federal
regulations. Any questions or concerns about righta research subject should be directed to the
Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The Unisigy of North Texas, P.O. Box 305250,

Denton, TX 76203-5250, (940) 565-3940.

If you have any questions or comments about thidystplease contact me via phone at (214)
358-0778 or via email aoc2b64@yahoo.com

Sincerely,

Travis K. Brewer
Doctoral Candidate, University of North Texas

Research Supervised By:

Dr. Jerry Wircenski

Applied Technology and Performance Improvement
College of Education

University of North Texas
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Enclosures: Research Questionnaire and PostagdRBajibnse Envelope
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Responses to Other Job Titles

Survey ltem G6

Assistant Manager

AVP Training and Development

Chief Learning Officer

Director of Leadership and Management Development
Facilitator

HR Team Lead

Professional Development Coordinator
Program Leader

Senior Director

Technical Support Specialist

Vice President

Vice President — Operations

Vice President People Development
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Responses to Other Job Function

Survey ltem G7

Administrator
Communications
Consulting Services
Continuing Education
Executive and Volunteer Leadership Development
General Administration
Information Technology
Leadership Development
Marketing

Operations

Organization Development
P1 Coordinator

Quality

Quality Management
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Responses to Academic Preparation and Major

Survey ltem G12

Associate

Marketing

Bachelor Degree

Administrative Management
Business Administration
Communications

Computer Information Systems
Economics

Education

English

Finance

Food Technology

Human Resource Management
Math/Engineering
Occupational Education
Psychology

Public Policy/Sociology
Training and Development

Master Degree

Adult and Continuing Education
American Studies

Business

Commercial Banking

Community Mental Health Counseling
Counseling and Guidance/Psychology
Counseling Psychology

Divinity

Education

Educational Psychology

English

Humanities — Literature

Human Resource Development

Human Resource Management
Human Resources

I/O Psychology

Industrial Personnel Psychology
Instructional Design
International Business and HR
Library and Information Sciences
MBA

Nonprofit Administration
Organizational Communication
Philosophy

Psychology

Zoology

Doctorate Degree

Adult Education

Adult Non-Formal Education
Educational Administration
I/O Psychology
Management
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Organizational Development
Organization & Leadership
Psychology of Organization
Special Education

Wildlife Biology
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Responses to Other Education, Training, or Deveégm

Survey ltem G12

Accounting

Accredited Residential Manager
ASTD Train-The-Trainer Certification
Business Management Certificate
CA Certified Residential Manager
CDA

Certified IRA Professional — BISYS
Computer-Based Trainer

CPLP

Executive Development

Family Therapy
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Graduate Certificate — Instructional
Design

Graduate Management Coursework
LPC

Marketing

Mediation

PHR Certification

Safety

Safety Management

Theology

Training Skills
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Responses to Other Methods to Evaluate ParticiRaattion

Survey ltem A2

Annual Self-Evaluation/Interview
Employee Surveys

Follow-Up Phone Calls

Group Reflection — Discussion
Group Verbal Questions

Informal Assessment — Discussion
Internal Form

Needs Assessment

Online Surveys
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On-The-Job Measurement With
Behavior Change

Oral Group Feedback
Post-Event Interview

Post-Test

Pre-Test/Post-Test

Surveys

Verbal Feedback
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Responses to Other Methods to Evaluate Learning

Survey ltem B2

Action Plan Completion
Activities

Case Studies

Online Surveys

Role Play

Secret Shoppers
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Responses to Other Methods to Evaluate On-The-pplication

Survey ltem C2

Follow-Up Coaching

In-Depth Interviews

Peer Coaching

Post-Training Interviews and Surveys
Questionnaires

Standardized Scales (Normed)
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Responses to Other Methods to Evaluate Organizdt@atcomes/Results

Survey ltem D2

Action Plan Completion

Normed Scale for Comparison Purposes
Qualitative — Focus Group Interviews
Quantitative Survey
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Responses to Other Methods to Isolate the EffddtsedProgram and Comments
Concerning Isolation

Survey Item F6

Other Methods to Isolate the Effects of the Program

Anecdotal Reports

Feedback from the Federal Government
Frequency

Hierarchical/Multiple Regression

Secret Shoppers

Surveys

Comments Concerning Isolation

Recently hired an analyst to help with this area.
We don't isolate effects of training at all.
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Responses to Other Type of Organization

Affordable Housing
Association

Business Standards

Credit Union

Conservation and Environment
Federal Contractor

Financial
Humanitarian/Disaster Response
Human Services

Human Support Services
Library Consortium
Manufacturing

Survey ltem G1
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Nonprofit Management Support
Organization

Professional Association
Public Health

State Fish & Wildlife Agencies
Association
Telecommunications

Trade Association

Utility

Youth and Community

Youth Organization
Zoo/Aquarium
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Responses to Other Criteria for Selecting ROI Mésho

Survey ltem F14

Account for Increase in Learning and Development
Easily Implemented
Easily Understood
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General Comments

Survey ltem G13

Thanks! It made me think.
We don’t do much past Level 1.
Looking forward to the result.

Evaluation of education in a
religious setting is markedly
different from other types of
training.

The greatest mistake companies
make relative to training is that
they view it as an expense rather
than an investment.

| am extremely interested in the
research.
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It would be great to have a
package of evaluation solutions,
an off-the-shelf program for
Management Support
Organizations.

Our company does a good job of
training staff but at most we ask
for feedback at the end.

The area of G8 — total training
budget is confusing/vague! Does
this include staff
salaries/consultants/conferences
& associate cost?
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