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              This memo summarizes the Evaluations-R-Us review of the Arthur Andersen Partner Development Program (PDP) evaluation process.   The review provides a summary of the current evaluation techniques and measures, an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation approach, and recommendations for the evaluation process.
Summary of Current Evaluation Techniques and Measures:


Based on an extensive needs assessment study, the PDP was created for the firm’s partners with a curriculum focused on business insight, relationship management and leadership.  In the beginning, end of course evaluation forms (reactionnaires) were the only form of PDP program evaluation.  Given the upcoming management changes and the need for more extensive program performance information, the PDP team established a new evaluation system.   The following outlines the stated objectives and evaluation framework of the PDP evaluation system:

· Stated Objectives: 

1. Determine the program’s effects on the attitudes and behaviors of the partners,
2. Assess the program’s impact on the organization, and
3. Provide evidence of the program’s adoption.

· The Evaluation Framework:  The evaluation framework is designed to identify and document:
· Opportunities:  The evaluation verifies the need for training and focuses attention on important business performance issues that PDP training could address.
· Efforts: The evaluation tracks learning performance changes (such as readiness, acquisition, practice and application) in participants before, during and after PDP attendance.  The evaluation of Efforts compares to the first three of Kirkpatrick’s four evaluation levels, including Reaction (Level 1), Learning (Level 2) and Behavior (Level 3) (Kirkpatrick, 1998).
· Outcomes: The evaluation provides insight into performance changes in the firm based on business, financial and human resource measures.  While improved business results are typically the reason for having a corporate training program, an analysis of Outcomes (or Results: Level 4) is not often completed by most organizations during program evaluation (Kirkpatrick, 1998).  
Strengths of Current Evaluation Approach:

· Dedicated Evaluation Resources:  The PDP team has dedicated significant resources to evaluation, including the inclusion of two program evaluators and three data management specialists working on the PDP team.
· Extensive Performance Data Collection:  Data is collected for performance analysis, needs assessment, training evaluation and performance evaluation.  Arthur Anderson has a wealth of company data sources that are available for use in the PDP evaluation process, including the following:
· Internal databases track and monitor the partners’ job performance, including detailed information regarding financial results, client satisfaction ratings, annual job performance summaries and results from various internal feedback initiatives.  This same data provides valuable information to compare the partners’ performance results before and after PDP training.  
· Participant relationship building, team leadership practices and client satisfaction outcomes are measured during the “450  ̊̊” feedback from peers, supervisors, direct reports and clients.
· Participant pre-course expectations and post-course reactions in the form of surveys and telephone interviews are collected for each PDP course.
· Surveys of nonparticipants in the target group assess the reasons why these partners have not taken part in the program. 
· Detailed Communication Plan:   The PDP team recognizes that the success of a training program is dependent on the support of participants and top management (Phillips, 1997).  They have created a detailed communication plan to provide PDP information to top management, as well as to all members of the target audience.  Standardized course reports are prepared after every course that contain the pre and post evaluation results for the session and cumulative results from prior courses.  This is followed up by annual reports for each course, as well as an overall annual evaluation for all PDP courses.  The audience for these reports is the PDP faculty, the program sponsors and the team.  The findings of these reports are summarized (with the assistance of internal specialists in marketing and communications) in a nontechnical manner for a broader audience, including to all partners in an annual PDP newsletter.
Weaknesses in Current Evaluation Approach:
· Program Costs are not Evaluated:  The current PDP evaluation system does not directly relate program costs to the resulting benefits, a necessary step in determining the cost effectiveness of the program (Morrison, Ross and Kemp, 2004).
· Lack of recognition of other performance system factors:  Other performance system factors (outside of the PDP program) may also affect the identified business impact results.  While detailed analysis of the results on performance is important, it is equally important to recognize the factors outside of the PDP program that may be impacting (both positively and negatively) those results (Brinkerhoff and Dressler, 2002). 
· Complexity of Measurement:  While the measurement approach is very comprehensive, it is also extremely complex with the collection of large amounts of data from multiple internal sources.  As noted, the company is dedicating resources to both PDP program evaluation and the management of collected data.  
· Substantial (Excessive?) Participant Involvement in Evaluation:  While participant reaction is a crucial part of the evaluation framework used by the PDP team, there is concern that the participants may resent the frequent disruption to their work schedules.  
Recommendations:

· Identify new PDP Program “Champions” within senior management:  While the prior CEO was a strong PDP supporter and encouraged the development of the program, it is now necessary to ensure the support of new “champions” within senior management.  Once a manager feels involved with the program, he or she will be far more likely to become a supporter of the program.  Suggestions on ways to increase management involvement include encouraging management participation:

· as PDP program subject matter experts, 

· on the PDP advisory committee, 

· as participants in the training courses, and 

· as members of the evaluation team (Phillips, 1997).  

· Continue timely and consistent PDP Program communication:  The communication to both management and participants must be timely and consistent (Phillips, 1997).  As the PDP program’s future is contingent on the support of management, it is crucial that feedback from the evaluation not be a onetime event.  In addition, communication with participants will foster an even stronger relationship and learning environment.  Suggestions for ongoing communication include (Phillips, 1997): 
· Attendance by PDP team members at management meetings to review the program and the results;

· Continuation of the PDP newsletters focusing on course profiles, schedules, results, and participant spotlights;

· Arthur Andersen personnel publications to build interest, recognize participants and share results; and

· Program brochures and catalogues.

· Streamline data collection and participant feedback:  Effectiveness and efficiency can be increased by consolidating needs assessment and evaluation processes (Korth, 2001).  The PDP team collects a tremendous amount of data and participant feedback and one way to streamline the collection process is to find overlap in the needs assessment and evaluation data collection processes.
· Consider factors outside of the PDP Program that may be affecting business impact:  As noted above, there may be factors outside of the PDP program that are impacting the noted business results.  These factors should be identified and acknowledged during the evaluation process.
· Ensure Confidentiality or Anonymity of Participant Responses and Other Personnel Data:  The PDP team has access to a tremendous amount of participant job performance data.  While this data helps the team to evaluate the effectiveness of the PDP courses, the team must ensure that specific participant responses or performance data is never identified in PDP reports without the participant’s knowledge.  It is crucial that participants are made aware of the PDP program’s confidentiality or anonymity parameters regarding all collected data (Pershing and Pershing, 2000).
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