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Few company trainers find it easy 
or desirable to pass up opportuni-
ties for "selling" training among 
open-minded members of the larg-
er organization. It's no coincidence 
that every successful training de-
partment has at least one member 
with a flare for marketing its pro-
grams. Let's face it, training "en-
thusiasm" is a key to organization-
al survival for trainers. 

Yet as professionals, we are 
aware that training cannot solve 
all problems. Recent l i te ra ture 
overflows with the suggestion that 
trainers be human performance 
problem analyzers first . . . and 
then provide the learning experi-
ence only in those rare cases when 
it's appropriate. 

How can we reconcile training 
salesmanship with profession-
alism? All of us have had clients (or 
at least students) who have needed 
some "help" identifying their needs 
in terms of our services. In fact, 
overzealous enthusiasm for train-
ing seems to be fairly widespread 
among trainers. In such cases, no 

one can be certain that the deci-
sions to train, and what to train, 
have been made on the basis of 
facts ra ther than salesmanship. 
What's the best approach to this 
dilemma? Taking our own profes-
sional advice, let's not assume that 
this is a problem to be solved 
through training. It's great to have 
trainers who can describe the limi-
tat ions of training for solving 
organizational problems, and it's 
even better to work in an organiza-
tion which is fluent in the language 
and techniques of human-perform-
ance problem analysis, but both 
situations are exceptional. 

We suggest tha t reconciling 
salesmanship with professionalism 
is an important problem, but one 
which is best attacked as a "sys-
tems" difficulty, rather than as a 
problem involving either the cli-
ent's deficiency in knowledge of 
training technology, or one related 
to our own abilities to sell training 
independently of the client's initial 
desires or needs. The "system" in 
this case is a method for objective-
ly evaluating and communicating 
preliminary outcomes of individual 
training experiences. 

Early results, from trial applica-
tions of this approach to evalua-
tion, suggest tha t the "training 
professionalism vs. salesmanship 
dilemma" is largely caused by poor 
feedback from participants to man-
agement and the training staff. In 
fact, many "how-to-sell training" 
p r o b l e m s may be ove rcome 
through a system of evaluation 
which helps s t ruc ture the com-
munication of training information 
in a useful and palatable form. This 
evaluation system also has several 
interesting side benefits, not the 
least important of which is that a 
sound training philosophy may be 
more widely communicated within 
the company. 

The evaluation system we wish 
to describe is an outgrowth of 
problems which typically surround 
the interface between training and 
line management. Consider, for 
example, the following misunder-
standings which are likely to exist 
in some form whenever training is 
handled by a semi-isolated staff 
department: 

• Problem: Line management 
abdicates responsibility for its em-
ployees' training. "What we need 
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here is an effective training pro-
gram. Don't we have a department 
to handle these things?" 

• Problem: Management can't or 
w o n ' t s u p p o r t key b e h a v i o r 
changes made during t ra in ing. 
"Well, I'm not sure what the pro-
gram was about, George, but 
we're sure expecting great things 
from you now!" 

• Problem: Management doesn't 
accept the potential value of train-
ing as an intervention in a develop-
ing organization. "What can you 
show me about productivity that 
justifies me sending my people off 
to your training program?" 

• Problem: Management doesn't 
understand the topics covered by 
the course in terms of it's own 
needs. "Give 'em lots of that com-
munications stuff; boy, they sure 
need that. . . but what the heck is 
'team effectiveness critique?'" 

• Problem: Management plain 
doesn't believe in training. "I don't 
know who told you what the con-
tent of that course should be, but it 
sure doesn't solve any real-world 
problems in my shop!" 

• Problem: Management doesn't 
evaluate program effectiveness on 
an appropriate basis. "Bill said he 
enjoyed parts of the program, but 
Tuesday night was too long!" 

How do you respond to such 
comments? The tendency is to re-
spond by describing an approach to 
training which covers needs anal-
ysis, setting objectives, letting ob-
jectives dictate content and me-
thods, and control the learning ex-
perience, and finally, something on 
evaluation. Plus maybe a little on 
why training is essentially a line 
responsibili ty which cannot be 
completely turned over to an iso-
lated staff department. Given an 
aggressive mood, we might even 
be pushed to add something on 
why training is effective only when 
fully understood and supported by 
management! Having gone through 
these explanations a few times, a 
person begins to conclude that ac-
ceptance of the value of training is 
one gigantic "training" problem. 
Given that thought, program de-
velopers may be off and running 
with courses for everybody on the 
topic of the training function in or-
ganizations. But that approach, by 

itself, is no more effective than 
teaching communications theory to 
poor communicators. 

In fact these are not exclusively 
" t ra in ing" problems., any more 
than it is useful to "hard sell" 
training the same way one would 
hard sell encyclopedias. Instead 
they are caused, most importantly, 
by lack of feedback: first, feedback 
to management about the pro-
gram, in terms that management 
can understand; and second, feed-
back to instructors and program 
developers concerning the effec-
tiveness of training, in terms that 
t r a i n e r s u n d e r s t a n d . At John 
Deere, we've tried to attack these 
feedback problems through the 
evaluation system described be-
low. A very promising side benefit 
is that the system seems to elimin-
ate many misunderstandings about 
the nature of training and what it 
can and cannot do. But before that, 
a bit on what we feel evaluation is 
all about. 

Evaluation: 
Information and Accountability 
Evaluation of training has many 

purposes in practice, but if we use 
the term in its traditional sense, it 
seems to ga ther information on 
how well something was accom-
plished in the past. The most im-
por tan t reasons anyone would 
want to look at the past is to identi-
fy how to make improvements in 
the future and to hold someone or 
some part of the training group ac-
countable for improving its contri-
bution. Without accountability, 
evaluation becomes merely a needs 
analysis for the next program. 
Without information, accountabili-
ty is se l f -defeat ing. Evaluation 
quite often becomes a selling tool, 
because the key to management 
acceptance is demonstrating that 
training is an accountable service. 

It is general ly accepted that 
evaluation of training occurs on 
several levels: reaction or opinion, 
learning, behavior , and results. 
Surveys of training departments 
indicate most industrial training is 
evaluated through immediate par-
ticipant reactions. Less is accom-
plished through measurement of 
learning or behavior, and very lit-
tle is accomplished through results 
measured back on the job. Litera-
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ture also indicates that reaction or 
opinion measures are the least re-
liable and most narrowly focused 
of these approaches. 1 

Although it is not apparent in 
many training evaluation strate-
gies, the responsibility for evaluat-
ing training rests with several dif-
ferent parts of the organization. 
Training is, after all, a complex 
process. Program participants are 
in the best position to provide in-
put concerning enjoyment, inter-
est or perceived importance (reac-
tion). While this is an important 
prerequisite for application back 
on the job, very general reactions 
or opinions can be unreliable as 
predictors of the effectiveness of 
program content for accomplishing 
objectives written in terms of on-
the-job activities. 

Similarly, training professionals 
are in the best position to evaluate 
learning in the classroom, but 
training people lack a good deal of 
credibility when they suggest their 
own programs were successful for 
eliminating problems on the job. 
An important group is usually 
overlooked. This group is compos-
ed of supervisors or managers of 
participants. Not only do these 
people have a major stake in train-
ing effectiveness, but they were 
also (hopeful ly) an i m p o r t a n t 
source for the needs information 
which was collected before the pro-
gram was conceived. Most impor-
tantly, the supervisors of partici-
pants are the group to whom the 
training function as a whole is im-
mediately accountable for the per-
formance of its specialized service 
in any given program. They are 

so the group to whom partici-
pants are accountable for the appli-
cation of newly acquired skills. Un-
°rtunately management does not 
generally speak training language 

"TRAINING PROFESSIONALS 
ARE IN THE BEST POSITION TO 
EVALUATE LEARNING IN THE 
CLASSROOM, BUT TRAINING 
PEOPLE LACK A GOOD DEAL 
OF CREDIBILITY WHEN THEY 

SUGGEST THEIR OWN 
PROGRAMS WERE 
SUCCESSFUL FOR 

ELIMINATING PROBLEMS 
ON THE JOB." 

and trainers don't spend enough 
time learning the job performance 
language of line managers. 

The only bridge for this gap, of 
course, is the behavioral or mea-
surable learning objective. Since 
evaluation is a matter of defining 
s tandards and then comparing 
actual performance against these 
standards, in the absence of better 
measures, one must rely on the 
program's objectives. In fact, eval-
uation of training is restricted by 
the quality of the needs analysis 
and development of objectives be-
fore the program. Perhaps the 
most important reason for careful-
ly defining program objectives is 
that they must later serve as the 
criteria against which to measure 
the effectiveness of the program. 
Program objectives are the stan-
dards to which developers and in-
structors, and ultimately the en-
tire training function, should be 
held accountable. 

Creating Meaningful Objectives 
The evaluation system we wish 

to describe is designed around pro-
gram objectives. A good deal of 
effort goes into creating objectives 
which are meaningful to manage-
ment and training specialists, so 
that they can serve as the basis for 
an understanding about exactly 
what services will be rendered. 
Later, participants and their su-
pervisors or managers use the 
same objectives as a tool for pro-
viding feedback on how well these 
services were in fact rendered. 

The system is currently being 
used as the immediate reaction 
phase of evaluation for five trainer-
training and three first-level su-
pervisor programs offered by the 
Deere & Co. Management Train-
ing Department.^ In train-the-
trainer programs, the system dou-
bles as a demonstration of evalua-

tion principles, so that it can be 
used to make several "teaching 
points" about training evaluation. 

The evaluation form for these 
programs is like the one in Figure 
1. The instructions are the same, 
but (of course) the objectives are 
different for different programs. 
The three objectives presented in 
Figure 1 are from a hypothetical 
teaching techniques program. The 
checks and ratings on this form 
were made by John Doe, whose 
job involves classroom instruction. 

Briefly, the system works like 
this: 

1. As part of a package of pre-
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work, participants receive the ob-
jectives form (Figure 1) printed on 
three-part, pressure-sensitive pa-
per. Instructions are to fill out 
columns 1 and 2, and bring the 
form to the program. Column 1 
asks participants to discuss objec-
tives with their supervisor and in-
dicate which objectives are impor-
tant for them individually. Column 
2 asks participants to rank-order 
objectives they have indicated are 
important. This part of the proced-
ure requires program candidates 
to consider all of the objectives, 
and allows each participant to 
freely commit to one, two or all of 
them, with the endorsement of his 
or her supervisor. Figure 1 indi-
cates that John Doe was interested 
in objectives 1 and 3, but not in ob-
jective 2, and that he was more in-
terested in objective 3. 

2. At or near the beginning of 
the program objectives are dis-
cussed, participants are allowed to 
make changes in their rankings, 

and then the f i r s t page of the 
three-part form is torn off and sub-
mit ted to the ins t ruc tors . This 
page is used as a reference during 
the program so that material can 
be individually tailored to the spe-
cific needs of each par t ic ipant 
whenever possible. Participants 
are encouraged to refer to their 
priority listing of objectives per-
iodically during the program. 

3. At the end of the program, 
there is a brief discussion about 
program evaluation. Participants 
are asked to indicate in Column 3 
the appropriateness of the pro-
gram's objectives for the i r job. 
This is a rating on a scale of 1-5, 
and it includes those object ives 
they may not have checked as im-
portant prior to the program. This 
instruction is intended to allow for 
new insights acquired during the 
program, and to make the point 
that perceptions on the job may be 
quite different from perceptions in 
the classroom. Finally, each mem-
ber of the group is asked to rate in 
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Column 4 the degree to which he or 
she can do the activity specified in 
the objective. A 1-5 scale is also 
used for this rating. 

4. Participants are then asked to 
provide some additional comments 
concerning program content, me-
thods and other suggestions, and 
tear off the second sheet to be 
passed to the instructors. Figure 1 
shows that John Doe changed his 
mind about the appropriateness of 
objective 2 somewhat (seeing it as 
more appropriate than he did be-
fore), but that objectives 1 and 3 
are still seen as "extremely" ap-
propriate. His ratings show that he 
feels he is "very" able to conduct a 
session using videotape, but only 
"moderately" able to do the activi-
ties in objectives 4 and 6. On the 
other hand, these are not quite so 
important. 

5. The remaining third sheet 
then contains a complete record of 
judgments concerning the impor-
tance of objectives before and after 
the program, and a copy of the 
seminar evaluation. This sheet is 
taken back to the job to serve as a 
basis for discussing the usefulness 
of the program with the partici-
pant's immediate supervisor. Par-
ticipants are invited to solicit com-
ments from their supervisors con-
cerning any of the objectives and 
forward them to the Training De-
partment. Follow-up interviews 
and assessment activities are also 
focused on the objectives. 

This system provides much more 
than "good/bad" information. In 
fact it suggests actions to be taken 
in several different areas. For ex-
ample, objectives which are high in 
importance or appropriateness, but 
low in "can do," are considered tar-
gets for improvement in methods 
or techniques. On the other hand, 
a good correlation between appro-
priateness and accomplishment in-
dicates t ha t emphasis has been 
placed in key areas. If only a few 
object ives are r a ted highly ap-
propriate, we question the quality 
of needs analysis or the scheduling 
of participants, regardless of the 
"can do" ratings. We are currently 
gathering some data to help set 
criterion levels for each of these 
conclusions. 

There are several other distinct 
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merits to this method of program 
evaluation: 

• The focus of the evaluation is 
not on instructor "presentation" 
skills, but rather on participant job 
skills. The system is not intended 
to substitute for more assessment-
oriented measures of performance 
(such as the pre and posttest), but 
to be useful in training activities 
where rigorous learner perform-
ance appraisals can interfere with 
the impact of the program. Many 
evaluation systems interfere with 
the back-home application of train-
ing because they are essentially in-
structor-oriented. Prework activi-
ties and postprogram ratings pro-

vide information which is useful to 
instructors and developers, with-
out suggesting that learners have 
no responsibility for program ef-
fectiveness. 

• The criteria or standards for 
evaluating the program are estab-
lished before the program. Man-
agement and program participants 
are allowed to commit themselves 
to these standards by freely indi-
cating which ones are important 
for them. Instructors are aware 
that they are to be held account-
able for meeting these standards. 

• Since participants are much 
more qualified to rate their own 
ability to perform a specified acti-

vity than they are qualified to rate 
the value of training content, the 
system produces information with 
much more validity than typical 
end-of-course reactions. There is 
considerably less danger that posi-
tive ratings mean the program was 
merely entertaining. Open-ended 
comments about the program seem 
to carry more meaning under this 
system, because the object ives 
provide a common focus and term-
inology. 

• The system separates evalua-
tion of needs analysis from evalua-
tion of teaching effectiveness. Of-
ten when participants are poorly 
selected, the whole program suf-

Figure 1. 

"TEACHING TECHNIQUES" 
A Pre-Work Evaluation Form 

Instruct ions: Complete co lumns 1 and 2. Name J m d m S k i 
Bring these mater ials w i th you to the 
program. pa„ .JM/ZZ 

Program Objectives 

1 

Check ( V ) 
which objectives 

are important 

for you 

Rank order 
objectives you 

have checked 
(1 = most 

important) 

3 

(To be 

completed 
during the 

program) 

(To be 
completed 

during the 

program) 

1. Given three s imulated c lassroom 
si tuat ions, demonst ra te how to control 
a guided d iscuss ion so as to achieve a 
predetermined object ive. 

/ 2 5 5 
2. Given a model for analyzing performance 

problems, & a l ist of five descr ip t ions of 
performance problems, determine which 
are caused by knowledge def ic iency. 

3. Demonstrate, th rough video-replay 
activit ies, a basic capabi l i ty of conduct -
ing a s imulated program using videotape 
as the pr imary medium. 

/ 
/ 5 

4. 

/ 3 3 3 
5. 

3 5 
6. 

/ 4 3 3 
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"THE DEERE EVALUATION 
SYSTEM PROVIDES BROADER 

UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
FUNCTION OF TRAINING IN 

THE ORGANIZATION BY 
STIMULATING MANAGEMENT 

PARTICIPATION IN THE 
PROCESS, RATHER THAN 

THROUGH TRAINING." 

fers. Yet it's much better to identi-
fy this problem as one involving 
"inappropriate" objectives than to 
chalk it up to poor ratings, particu-
larly from the point of view of in-
s t ructors . Without an " a p p r o -
priateness" rating, it's impossible 
to provide meaningful feedback to 
schedulers and enrollers in how 
t h e y se lec t peop le to a t t e n d 
courses. The prework phase in fact 
has caused several participants to 
select themselves out of a program 
because they "realized it wasn't 
relevant." 

• The system eliminates the 
problem of how to interpret nega-
tive or positive feedback from iso-
lated participants whose jobs do 
not require some of the activities 
simulated by the training. In addi-
tion, it eliminates the tendency of 
instructors to shrug off "bad 
marks" as a result of maverick par-
ticipants. 

• The system tends to increase 
contact between participants and 
their supervisors concerning mu-
tual objectives and the application 
of skills developed during training. 
Simce Column 3 of the form asks 
for a fresh look at what's impor-
tant, the training department can 
have some input into these discus-
sions through trained participants. 

• The Deere evaluation system 
provides broader understanding of 
the function of training in the or-
ganization by stimulating manage-
ment participation in the process, 
rather than through training. Since 
evaluation criteria are specified, 
there tends to be less abdication of 
responsibility by management for 
training needs assessment and 
evaluation. 

• The system is s tandardized 
and adaptable to computer anal-
ysis, yet it provides different in-
formation from each program. The 
rating forms, scales, methods of 
analysis and computer output re-

main essentially the same between 
programs, but the rating activity 
and data are entirely different for 
different programs, because the 
objectives are different. 

Where Can It Go Wrong? 

Where can the system go wrong? 
One very critical place: the objec-
tives must be very carefully writ-
ten! Unless the objectives com-
municate the same activities to 
trainers, participants and manag-
ers, the system is useless. If objec-
tives are not used as they should 
be, tha t is, if they are merely 
tacked on to add to the credibility 
of a "spray-and-pray" program, 
there of course is no more sense in 
evaluating the program with them 
than there was probably sense em-
ployed during their creation in the 
first place. 

Highly technical objectives do 
not work any better with manage-
ment than highly general ones, be-
cause the objectives must com-
municate specific, understandable 
and job-related activities. This is 
not to say that all objectives must 
be written at the same level of de-
tail or skill. Just as there are im-
mediate "enabl ing" objectives 
which must be met before broader, 
more important ones, program 
evaluation can be effectively ac-
complished using a series of objec-
tives which differ considerably in 
breadth and importance. Like good 
test questions, however, they must 
be understandable. 

But over the longer haul, even if 
the objectives start out weak, the 
system tends to build professional-
ism. Funny things begin to happen 
when managers and participants 
are allowed to provide feedback 
directly related to program objec-
tives: the objectives get better! 
This happens under the current 
system because the same person 
(or group) who writes the objec-
tives for a program at the begm-
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ning of its development is specifi-
cally e v a l u a t e d a g a i n s t them, 
through the appropriateness rat-
ing, at the end. One's initial reac-
tion to objectives ra ted low in 
appropriateness is to think the 
things aren't written in such a way 
that the program could get the 
high marks it deserved. An ob-
vious response would be: "If the 
objectives aren't written correctly, 
the same must be true for the 
whole program!" 

It's our experience tha t even 
when it's very clear what the ob-
jectives should be at the beginning 
of a program, it's not always a safe 
assumption that management and 
participants will agree with the 
same objectives at the end. The 
system is intended to allow for this 
possibility, by providing some ac-
countability for the entire process, 
from needs analysis to program 
presentation, and in such a way 
that all parties are speaking the 
same language and the right infor-
mation gets back to the right peo-
ple. 

There is no substitute for a sys-
tematic approach to training. But 
while it's accepted that the pur-
pose of the evaluation part of the 
process is to provide useful feed-
back and accountability for each of 
the other steps, how to do that on a 
limited budget is another question. 
In the absence of nonsubjective 
measures, extensive follow-up, and 
control of extraneous variables, 
many evaluation systems still lack 
any specific standards for simple 
reaction-type measurements. Most 
evaluation systems do not separate 
evaluation of content from instruc-
tion, which makes it very difficult 
to translate comments into pro-
gram changes. 

In such cases, we feel the dilem-
m a °f professionalism vs. sales-
manship becomes part icularly 
acute, because it is not possible to 
demonstrate how training is to be 
held accountable for its services. 

"FUNNY THINGS BEGIN TO 
HAPPEN WHEN MANAGERS 

AND PARTICIPANTS ARE 
ALLOWED TO PROVIDE 

FEEDBACK DIRECTLY RELATED 
TO PROGRAM OBJECTIVES-

THE OBJECTIVES GET BETTER!" 

The result may be that "selling" is 
accomplished through unknown 
means, perhaps leaving some doubt 
about professionalism in the train-
ing department. We feel the sys-
tem described here has some 
promise for easing this dilemma, 
by providing feedback and evalua-
tion information on the basis of 
s tandards agreed upon by each 
participant and supervisor at the 
beginning of the program. 
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Here's Malcolm Knowles, one of the world's most recognized and respected 
educators of adults in a very personal interview with one of America's top 
trainers, Steve Becker. 

This far ranging exchange will give you ideas and concepts you can put 
into action right away. Not only for your organization, but for your own 
self-directed self development. 

Learncom's 4 0 page Proactive Listening and Reference Guide, 
especially designed to help you get the most out of the program is included. 
It turns the six cassette interview into an audio listening system that you can 
use to obtain the maximum benefit for you. 

It's all here. Andragogy, the art and science of helping adults learn. 
Learning contracts. The principles of adult learning. The role of the 
professional trainer today and tomorrow. What competency actually means. 
How to develop programs that adults will really learn from. The relationship 
of training and management. And much more. 

This program will change the way you 
learn and the way you lead others to 
learning. For detailed brochure and ordering 
information, write to: Learncom, 
Incorporated, 160 State Street, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02109 , or call 
617-723-7188. 
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Malcolm Knowles 
An In-Depth Interview 
With Steve Becker" 
... a unique learning 
opportunity from 
Learncom. 
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