Executive Summary 
Training Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels of Evaluation
Abstract

Evaluation strategies can be costly for corporations and training institutions to implement successfully. As a result, they often resort to low-cost evaluative measures such as "smile" sheets to gather learners’ opinions of a training program. While these methods of evaluation provide some feedback, they fail to provide a true, pragmatic assessment of the training program.

If instructional designers were aware of these limitations and were skilled in various assessment techniques, they would be better equipped to employ effective evaluative strategies—strategies that would help them determine if the learning objectives and business objectives were met.

The attached paper, Training Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels of Evaluation, provides an 
in-depth description of the analysis, design, and evaluation findings used to develop a 
70-minute instructional lesson on Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation for students enrolled in the Information and Learning Technologies Masters curriculum at the University of Colorado at Denver.
This was a joint instructional design project with Kelly Arthur and Richard Gage-Little. We worked collaboratively to research this topic, design the course, prepare the formative analysis, and design the training materials. I was primarily responsible for developing the PowerPoint presentation, classroom exercises, and evaluative tools (pre and post tests). 
Background

When it comes to training, there is no shortage of people who are asking questions about evaluation. How effective was this course? Did it teach the learners what they needed to know? Are they applying their new skills on the job? Are their efforts to apply the skills creating any unforeseen problems? How could we improve the program for the next group of trainees? Is the company getting its money’s worth?

Articles about evaluation—in which authors try to convince us of its importance—are increasingly popular in training journals. Evaluation is a sacred word among top managers, training-department managers, instructional designers and classroom trainers. Every systematic training model includes an evaluation component. An efficient evaluation system is the most powerful way to improve training.

One of the most respected names associated with training evaluation is Donald Kirkpatrick. In 1959, he introduced a four-level evaluation model that is widely used today. The benefits for providing this information to instructional designers include:

· Better utilization of assessment strategies and tools for learner feedback,

· Better analysis of the success or failure of training programs,

· And, better data collection for valid business or performance results.

Problem Statement



The target audience (students enrolled in the ILT curriculum at the University of Colorado at Denver) needed to be well versed in all facets of instructional design. The ability to evaluate a training design/program and to apply the results of that evaluation is an integral piece of that instructional system design process. The importance of possessing knowledge in this area was supported by the background information provided above. 

Based on the results of a needs analysis, it was obvious that the target audience lacked foundational knowledge in training evaluation techniques and applications, especially as it related to Kirkpatrick’s four-level evaluation model.

Solution
The recommended solution was to provide training on the evaluation process, with a focus on Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation. Upfront training materials were provided to the learners with an overview of the main topic areas. This was followed by a 
70-minute class presentation, which included a case study application and pre and post tests. 
Reflections

Following are my reflections of this project, separated into subsections.
Personal Growth as an Instructional Designer
Not only did I learn a lot about Kirkpatrick’s four levels of evaluation, but I also learned:

· About the fifth level of evaluation developed by Jack Phillips

· The difference between the terms evaluation and assessment

· The difference between the terms total cost of ownership (TCO), cost-benefit analysis (CBA), and return on investment (ROI)

· The tremendous benefit of good formative and summative evaluations 

· To view task analysis from a different perspective

· And, more about front-end analyses

While I was able to provide assistance in instructional development and presentation techniques, my partners provided many tips and tricks with regard to documentation and PowerPoint development. The cross pollination of ideas proved to be mutually beneficial.

Insights on Individual Contribution to Team and Opportunities for Leadership

Overall, our team worked well together. It took us a while to go through the calibration process and to adapt to each other’s idiosyncrasies, but once that occurred we developed into a strong, collaborative team. Looking back, the human dynamics of how we came together is quite interesting. 

Development or Use of Skills for the Good of the Project

Unquestionably, we all contributed in complementary ways. I had experience with instructional design techniques; Rich was skilled at project management, and Kelly was able to advise us on how the papers should be written and formatted. She was also good with PowerPoint applications. 

After the initial calibration process, there was a lot of sharing of ideas and techniques. In fact, we often commented about how many tips and tricks we had learned as a result of our association. 

Individual Contribution to Project Products

Communication between us was exceptional; we always knew who was doing what and when the tasks were due. Everyone always offered to do more than his/her fair share. I believe the final product was a testament to our amalgamated efforts. 

Writing Products and Peer Review Processes

The distribution of research and writing assignments was equal. At first, peer reviews seemed to be a problem, but it didn’t last long. I had to learn who could and could not accept constructive criticism. Once I knew, I adapted and was more accepting of his/her writing. 

Additional Contributions to Project Not Covered Elsewhere

Our group matured as we went along. We learned how best to contribute, we communicated well, and we seemed genuinely concerned about doing quality work. Overall, I enjoyed our team interaction. 
Responsibilities Met

This project met the following responsibilities:

Responsibility #2 – Designs instruction or human performance strategy to meet the needs of learners

This project was designed to meet the specific needs of the target audience, which was UCD students enrolled in the Information and Learning Technologies curriculum. As a team, we strictly followed the instructional system design process. We analyzed the need, conducted interviews, designed questionnaires, developed pre and post tests, conducted a formative evaluation, and presented the materials for this audience. We were motivated to do a good job in order to help our fellow cohorts.
Responsibility #6 – Uses incisive and relevant assessment and evaluation techniques
This entire project was centered on assessment and evaluation techniques. We not only researched and taught the Kirkpatrick model, but we also incorporated formative and summative evaluation strategies into our course design. 
