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Training evaluation continues to
be a challenge for workplace
learning and development pro-
fessionals. Based on the informa-
tion from 104 organizations
across the country, this study ex-
plored the training evaluation
practices in India. The findings
indicated that when compared to
the past, significant progress was
made at different levels of train-
ing evaluation such as reactions,
learning, job application, busi-
ness results and ROI calculation.
However, there was a declining
trend in the percentage of pro-
grams taken up from reactions
level to ROI level. Lack of sup-
port, resources, time, and cost
associated with evaluation, dif-
ficulty in accessing right data,
and lack of expertise on the part
of learning professionals were
the main reasons for not evalu-
ating training at higher levels.
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Introduction

The importance of employee train-
ing has been significantly increasing in
various parts of the world. Organizations
in Europe, the United States, and Asia
spend billions each year on employee
training. (Cascio & Boudreau, 2008).
However, ‘what the organization gains
out of its investment in training’ is an is-
sue of concern for the management. A
2006 study in the US by Accenture re-
vealed that only 3% of CEOs were sat-
isfied with their corporate training func-
tion (Hall, 2008). There is pressure on
training function to measure its effective-
ness in the increasingly competitive en-
vironment. This paper makes an attempt
to explore training evaluation practices
in India.

Literature Review

Training evaluation is the systematic
collection of descriptive and judgmental
information necessary to make effective
training decisions related to the selection,
adoption, values and modification of vari-
ous training activities (Goldstein & Ford,
2007). It involves both formative and
summative evaluation (Tarenou et al.,
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2007).Formative evaluation involves
evaluating training during design and de-
velopment (Brown & Gerhardt, 2002).
Summative evaluation refers to an evalu-
ation conducted to determine the extent
to which the training program objectives
are achieved. The focus of training
evaluation research and practices is pre-
dominately on summative evaluation
(Brown & Gerhardt, 2002).

There are three stages in the evolu-
tion of training evaluation. The first stage
is practice-oriented, a theoretical stage,
as represented by the Kirkpatrick four-
level framework, ranging from the late
1950s to the late 1980s. The second stage
is a process-driven operational stage,
represented by the ROl wave spanning
from the late 1980s to the early 2000s.
The present stage is the research-ori-
ented comprehensive one. There are
multiple frameworks suggesting different
models and levels of training evaluation
in each stage (Wang & Spitzer, 2005).

Evaluation Frameworks: The
CIRO (Context, Input, Reaction and
Outcome) approach developed by Warr,
Bird and Rackham (1970) seems to be
the first framework of training evalua-
tion. Context evaluation refers to obtain-
ing and using data about the present op-
erational context to decide training needs
and goals. Input evaluation refers to the
process of assessing the various re-
sources available and their deployment
for training. Reaction evaluation refers
to assessing the participants’ reaction to
the program. Outcome evaluation is con-
cerned with assessing the results obtained
from the program. Thus, this model in-

corporates both formative and summative
evaluation frameworks. However,
this model does not indicate how mea-
surement takes place (Tzeng et al.,
2007). Stufflebeam, et al. (1971) pro-
posed CIPP (Context, Input, Process and
Product) model of evaluation. The four
types of evaluation in this model are de-
rived from four basic types of decisions
made in education: planning decisions,
structuring decisions, implementing deci-
sions and recycling decisions. This is an
effective, efficient, comprehensive and
balanced evaluation model (Galvin, 1983).
This model shares many of the features
of the CIRO model (Roark etal., 2006).
Both these models cover formative as
well as summative evaluation of training.
However, this model assumes rationality
by decision making and ignores the di-
versity of interests and multiple interpre-
tations of these agents (Bennett, 1997).
Hamblin (1974) developed another model
of training evaluation, which consists of
five levels: reactions, learning, job behav-
ior, functioning and ultimate value.

Similar to this model, Kirkpatrick
(1976) proposed a four-level model of
training evaluation, which is most popu-
lar among the academicians and practi-
tioners. It classified training outcomes
into four levels such as reactions, learn-
ing, behavior and results. Reaction evalu-
ation is defined as assessing satisfaction
of the participants with the program.
Learning evaluation is concerned with
the extent to which the participants have
learned the knowledge, skills and abili-
ties taught in the program. Behavior
evaluation refers to the extent the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities learned are
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transferred onto the job performance.
Results evaluation is concerned with moni-
toring outcomes made by the participants.
According to this framework, higher level
outcomes should not be measured unless
positive changes occur in lower level out-
comes. There are criticisms on the hier-
archical nature of this model (Alliger &
Janak, 1989; Alliger, et al., 2002; Bates,
2004).There is limited evidence to support
the causal relations between the levels
of evaluation of this model. It leads to an
excessively simplified method of assess-
ing training effectiveness. It neglects the
evaluation needs of all the other stake-
holders involved in the training process
(Guerci etal., 2010). This framework de-
values the evaluation of societal impact or
the usefulness and availability of organi-
zational resources (Kaufman & Keller,
1994). To address these issues Kaufman
& Keller (1994) have proposed a five-level
framework of training evaluation cover-
ing ‘enabling’ and ‘societal outcomes’ to
Kirkpatrick‘s model. Having identified
flaws in the Kirkpatrick model, Holton
(1996) proposed an evaluation model that
hypothesized three outcome levels: learn-
ing, individual performance, and organi-
zation. According to Holton (1996) these
levels are influenced by primary (such as
ability, motivation and environmental in-
fluences) and secondary factors
(for example, those that affect motivation
to learn). Kirwan and Birchall (2006)
pointed out that this model solely “de-
scribes a sequence of influence on out-
comes occurring in a single learning ex-
perience and does not demonstrate any
feedback loops™; it does not indicate any
interaction between factors of the same

type.

Phillips (1995, 1997) added another
fifth level, i.e. return of investment (ROI)
to the four levels of evaluation developed
by Kirkpatrick. But isolating the effects
of the training is a major challenge in this
model. To address the issues and con-
cerns with existing training evaluation
models, Brinkerhoff, (2003) proposed the
Success Case Method (SCM) for evalu-
ating training programs. It is a process
for evaluating the business effect
of training that is aligned with and fulfills
the strategy. It assesses the effect of
training by looking intentionally
for the very best that training is produc-
ing. When these instances are found, they
are carefully and objectively analyzed,
seeking hard and corroborated evidence
to irrefutably document the application
and result of the training. Further, there
must be adequate evidence that it
was the application of the training that
led to a valued outcome. If this cannot
be verified, it does not qualify as
a success case (Brinkerhoff, 2005).The
main disadvantage of SCM s
that it needs some level of judgment with
respect to what trainers identify as criti-
cal success factors on the job (Casey,
2006).Dessinger and Moseley (2006)
developed the Dessinger-Moseley Full-
Scope Evaluation Model (SEM). It aims
at integrating formative, summative,
confirmative, and meta-evaluation. It
helps to formulate judgments about the
worth of any performance improvement
intervention. However, as pointed out by
the authors themselves, the evaluation
of training using this model is time con-
suming and it requires long-term support
from the organization and all the stake-
holders.
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Training Evaluation Practices:
There are a few studies available on
training evaluation practices in differ-
ent countries. ASTD’s 1999 report
(Bassi & Van Buren, 1999) stated that
the ‘leading edge’ companies measured
81% of their programs at reaction level
evaluation; 40% programs were con-
sidered for learning evaluation; 11%
were evaluated at behavioral level; and
6% of the programs were taken for
results level evaluation. The study con-
ducted by Blanchard, Thacker and Way
(2000) in Canada revealed that organi-
zations conducted reaction and learn-
ing evaluations of about two-thirds of
both management and non-management
level of training programs. However,
more than half the organizations didn’t
measure their training on the job appli-
cation and business results levels.
Yadapadithaya (2001) found a similar
pattern with respect to training evalu-
ation in India. Al-Athari and Zairi
(2002) identified that the most common
level of evaluation for both government
and private sector was reaction type
in Kuwait.

‘ More than half the organizations
didn’t measure their training on

the job application and business
results levels.

Pulichino’s (2007) study found that
84. 5% of the sampled professionals re-
ported that they conduct reaction level
evaluation and 56. 1% of them conduct
learning level evaluation. But only 19.9%
of the surveyed professionals reported
that their organizations always or fre-

quently assessed job behavior and 13.7%
always or frequently assessed business
results. Bersin’s (2008) study, conducted
in North America, found that most orga-
nizations focus only on measuring stan-
dard course operations. A very small
number of organizations routinely mea-
sure return on investment, business im-
pact or job impact. ASTD report (2009)
identified that as high as 91.6% of the
professionals mentioned that they do con-
duct reaction assessment. 80.8% of
them stated that they gather data about
learning. However 54.6% and 36.9% of
them only mentioned they evaluate be-
havior and results respectively.

Srimannarayana (2010) found that in
India all the organizations (30) studied
collect feedback from the participants of
the programs to conduct reaction level
evaluation. With regard to learning level
evaluation, 46.67% of the organizations
collect information. As far as changes in
the behavior are concerned, 30% of the
organizations make an attempt. With
respect to business results level evalua-
tion, one organization only, out of 30 or-
ganizations collects information for this
purpose using client satisfaction scores.
The same organization makes an attempt
to calculate return on investment on
some of the training programs. The Saks
and Burke (2012) study conducted in
Canada found that reactions were much
more frequently evaluated than learning,

‘ Learning was evaluated more fre-
quently than behavior, and behav-

ior was evaluated more frequently
than results.
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behavior and results. Learning was
evaluated more frequently than behav-
ior, and behavior was evaluated more fre-
quently than results. The study con-
ducted by Kennedy et al. (2014) indi-
cated that only 26% of the respondents
reported that they often or always con-
duct Level 3 evaluations and only 13%
per cent of the respondents reported that
they often or always conduct Level 4
evaluation.

The Setting

The setting of the present study is
India, which is being considered as an
emerging talent powerhouse, predicted to
be among the world’s five largest econo-
mies and viewed by investors, businesses,
and tertiary education providers as a land
of opportunities (Budhwar & Varma,
2011; Pio, 2007; Rao & Varghese, 2009).
Over a period of time, training evolved
and matured to a substantial degree in
India (Rao, Rao &Yadav, 2007). In-
creased learning budgets, application of
technology in training, strategic linkage
of training, rapid changes in training de-
livery, and systematic needs assessment
are the top five training trends in India
(Srimannarayana, 2006). With respect to
measuring training effectiveness, it is
found that the traditional measures such
as feedback of the participants on the
training programs, number of employees
trained in various training programs,
training costs, and number of training days
are more popular measures when com-
pared to impact measures such as learn-
ing during training, transfer of training,
performance improvements, and cost and
benefit analysis (Srimannarayana, 2011).

The Objective

The present study aims at exploring
existing training evaluation practices in
India and to find out issues and concerns
of learning and development profession-
als with regard to training evaluation at
various levels. This study covered the
four-level framework of Kirkpatrick
which is extended with ROI process by
Phillips (1995). According to this model
reaction and planned actions measure
participants’ reactions to the program and
outlines specific plans for implementa-
tion. Learning level measurement as-
sesses knowledge, skills or attitude
changes among the participants. Job ap-
plication measures changes in the behav-
ior on the job and specific application of
the training material. Business results
assessment measures business impact of
the training program. ROI measures the
monetary value of the results and costs
for the program, usually expressed as a
percentage (Phillips, 1995).

Data Collection

A questionnaire was created includ-
ing questions on different aspects of the
five levels of training evaluation. It cov-
ered different types of questions such as
two-way questions, multiple-choice ques-
tions and open-ended questions relating
to various aspects of training evaluation.
It consisted of questions seeking factual
information on various aspects of train-
ing evaluation at five levels. It was di-
vided into six parts. The first five parts
of the questionnaire covered the ques-
tions relating to five levels of evaluation.
The last part of the questionnaire con-
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sisted of questions relating to organiza-
tional details. This questionnaire was
administered on learning and develop-
ment professionals of different organiza-
tions during September-November, 2015,
using the convenience random sampling
method with a request to give responses
to the questions based on the practices
prevailing in their respective organiza-
tions. 104 usable filled-in questionnaires
were considered as a sample for this
study.

The Sample

Business-wise, 40.38% of the
sampled organizations belonged to the
service sector covering advertising agen-
cies, banking and financial services,
consultancy services, defense services,
healthcare, hospitality, logistics and trans-
portation, news broadcasting, real estate,
retail and telecommunication companies.
35.58% of the sampled organizations
belonged to the manufacturing sector in-
cluding automotive, cement, construction,
electrical, electronics, fast moving cen-
surable durables, oil and gas, paper, phar-
maceutical, shipbuilding and tobacco pro-
cessing units. The remaining 24.04% of
the companies belonged to IT products
and services and IT enabled services.
Ownership-wise, an overwhelming ma-
jority (86.54%) of the sampled organiza-
tions were privately owned companies.
Only 5.77% of them were public sector
undertakings. 3.85% of them were joint
ventures under private ownership and
another 3.85% were joint ventures un-
der private and public partnership. As
far as their geographical orientation is
concerned, 42.31% of them were Indian

multinational companies; 30.77% were
foreign multinational companies; and the
remaining 26.92% of them were local
Indian organizations. The average num-
ber of employees working in these orga-
nizations was calculated as 3302 with a
minimum of 90 companies to a maximum
of 58350 employees. Every sampled or-
ganization had a training policy and con-
ducted at least four training programs
internally during 2014-15. An overwhelm-
ing majority (89.42%) of the sampled
organizations established linkages be-
tween training and their business strate-
gies.

Reactions

It was found that all the studied or-
ganizations conducted evaluation, collect-
ing reactions from the participants of the
programs using a feedback questionnaire.
As presented in Table 1, over one-fifth
of the sampled organizations moved from
traditional (offline) mode of reaction data
collection to online collection. Another
one-fifth of the organizations used both
online and offline modes depending on the
location of the venue of the program.
However, a majority (57.69%) continued
to maintain offline feedback data
collection. An overwhelming majority
(92.31%) of the organizations collected
reaction data at the end of the program.
However, a few organizations had the
practice of collecting data after a few

majority

‘ An overwhelming
(92.31%) of the organizations col-

lected reaction data at the end of
the program.
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days, particularly those organizations
which collected reaction data online. A
few companies established a system in
which the participants had to give online
reaction data from their office comput-
ers after reaching their respective offices
from training. This created problems in
ensuring 100% data collection because
participants got busy with their official
work and did not give priority to filling
the questionnaire. With respect to par-
ties which considered the reaction
evaluation for further actions, an inter-
esting pattern emerged from this study.
In a majority (63.46%) of the organiza-
tions, learning professionals were inter-
ested in reaction assessment. Interest-
ingly, in addition to learning profession-
als, participants’ supervisors (28.85%),
senior managers (5.77%), and even
CEO’s (1.92%) showed interest in this
assessment.

Table 1 Reaction Evaluation

It was found that the organizations
used the reaction evaluation for multiple
purposes. An overwhelming majority
(93.27%) of the organizations used this
evaluation to monitor the participants’
satisfaction. This was followed by im-
proving the program (76.92%) and
evaluating instructors (76.92%). It is sig-
nificant to note that in a few organiza-
tions, payment of honorarium for inter-
nal deliverers was contingent upon feed-
back score. Over two-fifth of the com-
panies used this evaluation to link with
follow-up data, particularly, participants’
learning and job application of newly
learned inputs. It is interesting to note
that, nearly one-fourth of the organiza-
tions used this assessment to identify
training needs of program deliverers.
Only 15.38% of the organizations used
this assessment for marketing the pro-
grams.

Mode of reaction data collection

No. of organizations %

Offline 60 57.69
Online 23 22.12
Both 21 20.19
Timeframe of data collection

At the end of the program 96 92.31
After a few days of completion of the program 5 4.81
Both 3 2.88
Parties which consider the reaction data

L&D team 66 63.46
L&D & participants’ supervisors 30 28.85
L&D, participants’ supervisors& senior managers 6 5.77
L&D & CEO 2 1.92
Uses of reaction data

To monitor participants’ satisfaction 97 93.27
To improve the program 80 76.92
To evaluate instructors 80 76.92
To link with follow-up data 46 44.23
To identify training needs of trainers 25 24.04
To market training programs 16 15.38
The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 53, No. 1, July 2017 7
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Action Plans

As a part of reaction evaluation, par-
ticipants are expected to prepare action
plans incorporating the ideas they learned
from the program and their plans for
implementation. When inquired, over
three-fourth of the organizations stated
that their participants prepared action
plans at the end of the training program
(Table 2). The programs aimed at skill
building, technical and functional pro-
grams such as sales, standard operating
procedure, and project-related skills
training which required immediate appli-
cation, were considered for creating ac-
tion plans. There were no action plans
created for mandatory programs and
some behavioral programs.

Table 2 Action Plans

About 84% of the organizations used
these action plans to guide the partici-
pants to implement their ideas; 77% used
them to link with actual application of
inputs on the job, and 57% used them to
provide support, material, and job aids
required to implement new leanings. It is
important to note that nearly one-fifth of
the organizations used the action plans
to gain commitment for implementation
of the new ideas by continuous follow-
up and feedback.

‘ Nearly one-fifth of the organiza-
tions used the action plans to gain

commitment for implementation of

the new ideas by continuous fol-
low-up and feedback.

Action plans

Organizations which collect action plans
Uses of action plans

To guide application

To link with actual application

To support application of skills learned
To gain commitment to action plans

No. of organizations %
79 75.96
66 83.54
61 77.22
45 56.96
15 18.99

Learning

An overwhelming majority (91.35%)
of the organizations conducted learning
level evaluation of their training pro-
grams. As shown in Table 3, the organi-
zations used multiple methods based on
the type of learning offered to the par-
ticipants during training. ‘Participants
performing actual piece of work using the
skills learned’ seemed to be the most
popular method (66.32%) followed by
written test (63.16%). It is significant to
note that every alternate organization

used simulations such as task simulations,
role plays, in-basket exercises and other
exercises to assess the new skills
learned. Over one-third of the organiza-
tions gave relevant application assign-
ments/projects so that the participants
could apply the skills while doing the as-
signment, and later these assignments
could be evaluated to assess application
of their new learning. Another important
variation in methods of assessing learn-
ing was found to be ‘learning papers’.
Participants were expected to write pa-
pers based on the learning they had dur-
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ing training and submit them to their learn-
ing and development department. About
one-fourth of the organizations used this
method for assessing learning for exter-

Table 3 Learning Evaluation

nal training programs. Face-to-face oral
tests (16.84%) and questionnaire surveys
(6.32%) seemed to be less popular meth-
ods of learning assessment.

Learning Assessment

No. of organizations %

Organization which conducts learning assessment 95 91.35
Methods of assessment

Performance of actual piece of work 63 66.32
Written tests 60 63.16
Simulation 48 50.53
Assignment/project 29 30.53
Face-to-face oral test 16 16.84
Learning paper submission 24 25.26
Questionnaire survey 6 6.32
Time Frame

During/at the end of the program 26 27.37
After a few days 66 69.47
Both 3 3.16
Mode of testing

Online 8 8.42
Offline 40 42.11
Both 47 49.47
Who are involved in this process?

L&D team 46 48.42
L&D & line managers 39 41.05
L&D and external experts 7 7.37
L&D, line managers & customers 3 3.16
Uses of Learning Assessment

To check the participants understanding & application 71 74.74
To give feedback to participants 65 68.42
To improve programs 64 67.37
To evaluate instructors 60 63.16
To market the programs 24 25.26
To provide an opportunity to practice 10 10.53

With respect to timeframe, over
one-fourth of the organizations carried
out this evaluation during the program
or at the end of the training program.
However, about 69% of the organiza-
tions conducted it after a few days of
the program. The remaining organiza-
tions followed both methods. They con-
ducted a written test at the end of the
program, gave a take home assignment,

which would be assessed at a subsequent
stage.

It is important to note that almost
every alternate organization conducted
this evaluation both online and offline.
However, two-fifths of the organizations
conducted it exclusively offline, be it a
written test or an actual piece of work or
a simulation. Less than one-tenth of the
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organizations used the online mode ex-
clusively.

Generally, it is the trainer who evalu-
ates learning of participants. Nearly half
of the organizations mentioned that learn-
ing and development team including pro-
gram deliverers were associated with this
assessment. In over two-fourths of the
organizations, it was a team of learning
and line professionals who were involved
in this process. Over 7% of the organi-
zations involved external experts along
with learning professionals in assessing
learning. Though not significant a per-
centage (3%), customers were also as-
sociated with learning assessment, as
these companies took feedback from
them too.

As far as uses of learning evalua-
tion are concerned, three-fourths of the
organizations used it to check the par-
ticipants’ understanding and application
levels of knowledge and skills. About
68% of the organizations used this as-
sessment to give feedback to the par-
ticipants. Over 67% used this data to
improve the program in terms of its con-
tent, sequence and delivery. This infor-
mation was also used to evaluate in-
structors (63.16%). One-fourth of the
organizations used it to market the pro-
grams internally. Finally, one-tenth of the
companies reported the scores of learn-
ing to higher authorities for their infor-
mation.

Job Application

A great majority (87.50%) of the or-
ganizations conducted job application evalu-

A great majority (87.50%) of the
organizations conducted job appli-
cation evaluation of training pro-
grams.

ation of training programs. As depicted in
Table 4, the organizations used a wide va-
riety of methods to get data for this level
of evaluation based on the type of programs
and level of participants. A structured fol-
low-up questionnaire to participants
(57.14%), supervisors (49.45%), monitor-
ing post-training performance data
(43.96%), observing participants on the job
(43.96%) and comparing pre- and post-
training performance data (41.96%),
seemed to be the preferred methods of
collecting job application data for the third
level of evaluation. Inaddition to the above,
follow-up interviews with the participants
(32.97%), benchmarking with action plan-
ning (26.37%), follow-up focus group dis-
cussions with the participants (23.08%) and
project assignments (9.89%) were the
other methods used to assess job applica-
tion of the learned inputs. The timeframe
of evaluating job application varied from
one month to one year. On an average, it
was found that this level of evaluation is
carried out after 80 days of the program
completion. However, over half of the or-
ganizations mentioned that they conducted
this evaluation after three months of the
program. With respect to persons associ-
ated with this level of evaluation, it was
found that, in case of over three-fourths of
the organizations, learning professionals and
line managers concerned were involved in
this process. An important trend is that top
management was also associated in a few
organizations with this activity.
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Table 4 Job Application

Job Application No. of Organization %
Organizations which conduct Job application evaluation 91 87.5
Methods

Questionnaire to participants 52 57.14
Questionnaire to participants’ Supervisors 45 49.45
Performance monitoring 40 43.96
Observation 40 43.96
Comparison of pre and post training 38 41.76
Interview with participants 30 32.97
Benchmarking with action plans 24 26.37
Follow up sessions 24 26.37
Focus group discussions 21 23.08
Project assignments 9 9.89
Timeframe

1 month 22 24.18
1.5 months 2 2.2
2 months 9 9.89
3 months 49 53.85
4 months 3 3.3
5 months 2 2.2
6 months 3 3.3
12 months 1 1.1
Who are involved in this process?

L&D team 14 15.38
L&D & line managers 74 81.32
L&D & top management 3 3.3

Business Results

As presented in Table 5, more than
half (57.69%) of the organizations sur-
veyed measured business results of the
training programs. With respect to meth-
ods of data collection for assessing busi-
ness results, performance record
(86.67%) is the most popular one. Com-
parison of pre-and post-training data
(61.67%), and questionnaire to partici-
pants’ supervisors (60%) were the other
popular methods of assessing business
results. 46.67% of the organizations also
conducted questionnaire surveys on the
participants to collect data of business
results. Benchmarking with action plans

(40%), interviews with participants
(35%), verbal feedback from partici-
pants’ supervisors (6.67%) and client
feedback (6.67%) were also considered
in some of the organizations. When it
came to timeframe to assess business
results, it varied from one month to one
year. However, every alternate organi-
zation stated that they conducted this
assessment after three months of the
program. One-fourth of the organizations
stated that the timeframe was six months.
The professionals who were involved in
assessment of business results ranged
from learning and development team to
CEO. However, an overwhelming major-
ity (86.67%) of the organizations involved
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learning and development team and heads
concerned in this process. In the case of
8.33% of the organizations, it was the
responsibility of learning and develop-
ment team alone. In two cases, business

Table 5 Business Results

heads, the CHRO, and the CFO were
associated. In another case, client rep-
resentatives were also involved in addi-
tion to learning professionals and busi-
ness heads concerned.

Business Results

Organizations which evaluate business results
Methods to assess business results
Performance records

Comparison of pre and post data
Questionnaire to participants’ supervisors
Questionnaire to participants

Benchmarking with action plans

Interview with participants

Verbal feedback from the participants’ supervisors
Client feedback

Timeframe

1 month

2 months

3 months

4 months

6 months

12 months

Who are involved

L&D team

L&D & heads concerned

Head concerned ,CHRO,& CFO

L&D, heads concerned & Clint representative

No. of Organizations %

60 57.69
52 86.67
37 61.67
36 60.00
28 46.67
24 40.00
21 35.00
4 6.67
4 6.67
8 13.33
3 5.00
30 50.00
3 5.00
15 25.00
1 1.67
5 8.33
52 86.67
2 3.33
1 1.67

Return on Investment

It can be seen from Table 6 that a
significant number of the organizations
(32.69%) measured return on invest-
ment (ROI) of training programs. The
timeframe of this assessment varied
from one month to one year. However,
over half of the organizations mentioned
that the timeframe of ROI analysis was
three months. Another one-fifth of the
organizations stated that they conducted
this analysis after six months of the pro-
gram. With respect to the profession-
als involved in this assessment, in a

majority (67.65%) of the organizations,
learning and development team and
heads concerned were involved in ROI
assessment. Nearly 15% of the compa-
nies mentioned that finance profession-
als were also involved in this analysis
along with learning and development

‘ The lower the level of training
evaluation, the higher is the num-
ber of organizations which made

attempts to evaluate the training
programs.

12
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professionals and business heads. While
three organizations had left this analysis
to only learning and development team,
another three companies involved the
CHRO, CFO and CEO in this process.

Table 6 Return on Investment

From the above analysis, it can be in-
ferred that the lower the level of training
evaluation, the higher is the number of
organizations which made attempts to
evaluate the training programs.

Return on Investment (ROI)
Organization which calculate ROI
Timeframe

1 month

2 months

3 months

4 months

6 months

12 months

Who are involved in this process?
L&D & heads concerned

L&D, Finance & heads concerned
L&D alone

CHRO, CEO & CFO

No. of organizations %
34 32.69

8.82
2.94
55.88
8.82
20.59
2.94

=
P ~NW O Ww

67.65
14.71
8.82
8.82

w w o w

Levels of Evaluation

The respondent learning professionals
were requested to give the approximate
estimate of the percentage of programs
which they undertook at various levels of
training. Based on this information, the over-
all percentage of the programs measured
at reaction level was calculated as 95.5%.
When it came to learning level evaluation,
on an average, 48% of the programs were
considered. With regard to job application
level evaluation, on an average, only 38%
of the programs were taken up for evalua-
tion. As far as business results level evalu-
ation is concerned, the average percent-
age came further down. Only one-fourth
of the programs were considered for this
level of evaluation. The percentage of the
programs further came down to an overall
average of 18.73. Even though a signifi-
cant number of organizations mentioned that

they conducted higher levels of evaluation,
there was a declining trend in the percent-
age of the programs taken up for evalua-
tion from level 1 to level 5, as shown in
Fig. 1.

Issues & Concerns

An inquiry is made here to find the
issues and concerns of learning profes-
sionals with regard to training evaluation
at different levels. Open-ended questions
were incorporated in the questionnaire to
elicit this information. After doing the
content analysis of the answers given to
these questions, two types of issues
emerged. One is the issue the learning
professionals face while doing evaluation
at each level and the second is the rea-
sons for not evaluating training at higher
levels. The outcome of the analysis is
presented in the following paragraphs.
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Fig.1 Percentage of Programs against Levels of Evaluation
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80
60
40
20

Reactions: The major issue of con-
cern of learning professionals with re-
spect to level one evaluation is inaccu-
rate and incomplete data given by the
participants. Another one is that partici-
pants don’t take feedback sessions seri-
ously. In their hurry to leave for their
destinations, they just write something
without considering the accuracy of what
they are writing. They, sometimes, write
extravagantly flamboyant feedback and
try to give ‘good’ information rather than
‘true’ information about the program.
Some of the participants do not under-
stand the questions and fail to give their
feedback accurately because of inad-
equate knowledge of language. Further,

They, sometimes, write extrava-
‘ gantly flamboyant feedback and try

to give ‘good’ information rather

than ‘true’ information about the
program.

Series]

in some cases, training deliverer who col-
lects feedback happens to be a colleague
or superior of the participants. Hence
participants are reluctant to give right and
unbiased feedback. There is no account-
ability established on participants to fill-
ing in reaction questionnaire. The learn-
ing professionals have to remind them
repeatedly. This happens when the par-
ticipants have to give feedback online at
their work station, on their office com-
puters once they go back to work. The
participants become busy with their work
after reaching their workplaces and do
not give priority to fill in the reaction
sheets. Because of this situation, some-
times, feedback analysis is carried out
very late, which is not of much use for
the learning professionals.

Learning: The learning profession-
als of the organizations which do not con-
duct learning evaluation complained that
they do not get enough support, time, fa-

14
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cilities and other resources to measure
learning. Some of the line managers who
undertake sessions are reluctant to help
in this process. Changes in business pri-
orities throw learning assessment on the
back seat. Some of the learning profes-
sionals are under the impression that
learning from behavioral programs is dif-
ficult to evaluate as results are not mea-
surable. Therefore, getting commitment
for evaluation of such type of programs
from senior management is difficult.
Some of the learning professionals who
conduct learning assessment have issues
regarding pre-and post-testing. They find
it difficult to conduct pretests for all the
programs for which they evaluate learn-
ing. Itis not practically possible for them
to give a written test or a simulation or
an actual piece of work to the partici-
pants before the start of the training pro-
gram because of time, resources, and
availability of participants. Therefore,
learning evaluation is confined to post-
test, which might not give the actual pic-
ture of the learning which took place dur-
ing training. Some of the learning pro-
fessionals are candid enough in admit-
ting the fact that monitoring the written
test or practical test is becoming diffi-
cult because at least a few of the par-
ticipants make attempts to complete the
test with some unethical practices. It is
a challenge for learning professionals to
bring consistency in evaluation when they
conduct learning evaluation for the pro-
grams which aims at learning multiple
skills because of lack of time, support,
and resources. Measuring the reasons for
low scores becomes difficult for a few
learning professionals. Another major
challenge they face is availability of the

participants who take learning assess-
ment. This is an issue of concern for
some learning professionals, particularly,
in the situation where learning assess-
ment is carried out after a few days of
training. A few learning professionals
conduct a large number of programs.
The volume of information generated is
quite high and sometimes it takes weeks
for complete assimilation of data and
making a valid learning evaluation report.

Job Application: The learning pro-
fessionals of organizations which do not
conduct job application measurement re-
vealed that they do not have enough re-
sources and people to carry out this as-
sessment. Lack of support from the par-
ticipants’ managers and participants is
also an issue. Some of them admitted
that it is not practically possible to imple-
ment whatever is taught in the program.
The organizations which conduct job ap-
plication evaluation have a different set
of issues. Sometimes superiors and sub-
ordinates are biased in favor of the
trainee, which results in getting exagger-
ated information about application of in-
puts. Even after repeated reminders
some of the participants’ managers, and
participants, do not give information re-
quired to assess job application. In some
cases, participants are not interested to
implement new learning. In some other
cases, conditions under which a partici-
pant is operating are not favorable. Fur-
ther, in some other cases, participants’
managers don’t support implementation
of new ideas by their employees. An-
other important issue is the fact that ei-
ther the participant or participant’s man-
ager, is not under any pressure or obliga-
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tion to implement new learning. The par-
ticipants are not rewarded for the good
work because of application of new
knowledge and skills. The participants’
managers are also not recognized for
encouraging his or her employees for
implementation of new learning. If some
application takes place, they are not in-
terested in giving information. With their
continued efforts, learning professionals
could get data, but validation of the data
becomes an issue in the situations where
the participant, reporting manager/pro-
cess head give different data on job ap-
plication of the same participant. The
other problems associated with job ap-
plication level assessment include us-
age of different technology than what the
participant was taught during training;
transfer of the participant to a different
job in which the skills taught are not rel-
evant; and employee quitting after receiv-
ing training.

‘ The participants are not rewarded
for the good work because of ap-

plication of new knowledge and
skills. \

Business Results: Some of the learn-
ing professionals who represent the com-
panies which do not go for this level of
evaluation have some issues of concern.
According to them, the process is very
long, time taking, expensive, requires
management support and resources
which are not available. Gaining commit-
ment from business managers for this
process is another major challenge be-
cause their companies do not have a
policy on business results assessment.

‘ They do not have enough knowl-
edge, skills and orientation re-

quired to undertake this higher
level of training evaluation.

They do not conduct job application as-
sessment and hence business results as-
sessment is not relevant to them. A few
learning professionals have candidly ad-
mitted that they do not have enough
knowledge, skills and orientation re-
quired to undertake this higher level of
training evaluation. The learning profes-
sionals, who conduct business results
measurement, have a different set of
issues. Choosing appropriate method of
data collection is an important challenge
for them. They face tremendous prob-
lems in business results measurement
based on the improper data collected at
previous stages. They are not able to
establish a direct correlation between the
training and the performance indicators.
External factors and last minute changes
in the overall organizational strategy cre-
ate challenges in evaluation of business
results. For example, during sales train-
ing, employees were trained on selling
skills. When they went to pitch busi-
ness they were not able to generate the
desired results even after implementing
the new skills learned. This is due to
other factors like revision in rates, gov-
ernment policies etc. Thus, isolating
many causal factors operating at a time
remains a challenge. The general expec-
tation of a behavioral program is the
improvement of morale, better team
collaboration and communication.
Hence such types of programs do not
provide any tangible results.
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Level 5 (ROI): Some of the learning
professionals of the organizations which
do not calculate ROI on training programs
stated that they do not have any policy in
place to derive ROI on training programs.
As they do not carry out job application
and business results assessment, calculat-
ing ROl is not relevant for their organiza-
tions. The third one is the lack of knowl-
edge, skills, abilities and orientation to
carry out ROI calculation. The learning
professionals working in the companies,
which carry out ROl measurement stated
that the persons who are involved in cal-
culating ROI are not properly trained.
They don’t know what data to collect to
evaluate ROI. They find it difficult to deal
with a number of variables affecting
changes and the complications in the
evaluation process. Being burdened with
other activities they don’t have the time
to deal with ROl measurement which is
time consuming. Fear of low ROl will re-
sult in criticism for their work. So they
are afraid to get into the intricacies. Lack
of support from top management is an-
other issue. Participants, their managers
and administrative staff do not cooperate
in crisis situations, which arise in the mea-
surement process. The training depart-
ment finds it difficult to convert the out-
come into monetary benefits. Many other
factors such as market conditions, system
changes, and incentives offered to employ-
ees influence post-training performance.

‘ Market conditions, system
changes, and incentives offered to

employees influence post-training
performance. \

Conclusion

The above analysis leads to the con-
clusion that a significant progress is
made in training evaluation in Indian or-
ganizations when compared to earlier
studies in India (Yadapadithaya, 2001,
Srimannarayana, 2006) and abroad
(Bassi & Van Buren, 1999; Blanchard,
Thacker & Way, 2000; Al-Athari &
Zairi, 2002; Pulichino, 2007; Bersin,
2008; Saks & Burke, 2012; Kennedy et.
al., 2014). This might be attributed to
factors such as time, increased concern
of top management for accountability of
training function and increased profes-
sionalism among the learning profession-
als. Over a period of time, the concern
for measuring effectiveness of training
has increased across the globe. Though
the situation now is better than earlier,
consistent with the earlier studies, this
study concludes that the lower the level
of training evaluation, the higher is the
number of organizations which make
attempts to evaluate the training pro-
grams. Further, it may be concluded
that there is a declining trend in the per-
centage of the programs taken up from
reactions level to ROI level. A glance
at the issues and concerns of learning
professionals with respect to higher
levels of evaluation leads to the con-
clusion that, consistent with earlier
studies (Moller & Mallin, 1996;
Twitchell et al., 2000; Pulichno, 2007;
ASTD, 2009;Kennedy et. al., 2014),
lack of support, resources, time, expen-
sive nature, difficulty in accessing right
data, and lack of expertise are the main
reasons for not evaluating training at
higher levels.
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With respect to methods and modes
of data collection for training evaluation,
it may be concluded that performance of
actual piece of work is a predominant
method used for learning assessment.
However, there is a trend emerging from
the study that the organizations started
using technology to collect reaction data
and learning data online. Questionnaire
appears to be a major method of data
collection at job application level, while
performance records are a major source
for collecting business results. With re-
spect to time frame, it may be concluded
that reaction data is collected generally
at the end of the program and learning
data is collected after a few days of the
program; job application, business results
and ROI assessment is carried out after
three months of the program. An inter-
esting trend emerging from this study is
that business managers, top management
and, at times, clients and customers are
also associated with it.

It may be stated that training evalu-
ation is no more the exclusive domain of
learning and development department. As
long as training measurement is consid-
ered as an exclusive domain of learning
and development team, getting support
from business managers is a challenge.
Increased budgets indicate the top man-
agements’ commitment to and conven-
tion for training (Srimannarayana, 2006).
They expect tangible benefits from train-
ing. Learning professionals have to take
the initiative to create a policy of train-
ing measurement, in which partnership of
business managers is to be emphasized.
If the learning professionals gain mas-
tery over evaluation and measurement

competencies, and undertake rigorous
training evaluation, they can showcase
that training is a business which produces
tangible benefits and contributes signifi-
cantly to a firm’s financial performance.
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