
Measuring Success: Accountability
and Professional Development
Dianna Newman, Ph.D.

Professional development is increasing efforts to demonstrate accountability of
resources spent on the development process, the immediate outcomes associated
with it, and changes in organizational performance by the end consumer. Over the
past two decades, tremendous strides have been made in developing scientifically
proven practices that will improve the quality of services, and ultimately, consumer
outcomes, as researchers and practitioners generate improved models and meth-
ods of delivering and evaluating professional development.

Why is evaluation of professional development important?
There are several reasons why the evaluation of professional development has

become increasingly important. The first and foremost reason is accountability of
services to the consumer. This includes accountability of how we gain new knowl-
edge and how that knowledge is used in practice; both of these involve processes,
products, and systems. It is important that we provide credible evidence that we are
offering consumers the newest, most informative knowledge in a way that increases
not just short-term ability, but the application of that knowledge over time and set-
ting. We must document the validity of knowledge, transfer and use of knowledge,
and systemic integration of knowledge in a way that is credible to consumers.

A second reason supporting evaluation is the need for accountability to our
funders — those taxpayers, agencies, organizations and businesses that support
our professional development. As fiscal resources become more limited and
the need for services grows, there is an increasing need to show that monies in
support of professional development are not only well spent, but they are also
irreplaceable and not duplicative of other opportunities. For the past decade,
federal and flow-through state funding has required that professional develop-
ment activities satisfy revised GPRA and PART mandates that address not only
the numbers of persons trained but also the numbers of consumers served by
those who are trained, cost benefit and cost effectiveness ratios reflecting sav-
ings in resources, and efficiency of training. Current mandates also are asking
for the use of scientifically based evidence of outcomes as well as documenta-
tion of the maintainability and sustainability of the knowledge transfer process.
Variables of interest include changes in the training process, improvement in
the practice of those receiving the training, and support from the systems that
will implement the new practices.

What do we need to change in our evaluation of professional
development?

This broader more delineated definition of evaluation necessitates changes 
in our evaluation practices. One of the first things we need to change when
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What is it we look for when evaluating
our educational programs? Certainly,
we need to determine the degree 
to which our objectives have been
achieved. Yet, what else? To measure
the gains in knowledge and skills or to
change behaviors and attitudes? To en-
hance quality or to impact the bottom
line? Whichever of these questions we
may be seeking to answer, account-
ability is becoming the driving force. 
It is a complex accountability involving
learners, employers, funding sources,
professions, colleagues, and end cus-
tomers. For more than a decade, edu-
cational institutions along with the
public and private sectors have wit-
nessed a dramatic shift toward making
the training of individuals directly meet
the organizational expectations of
return on investment (ROI). During 
this period, program evaluation has
changed to reflect the new conditions
of business accountability metrics. 

In this issue of the Communiqué,
evaluation is looked at from two differ-
ent perspectives. Dianna Newman from
the UAlbany School of Education dis-
cusses the importance of evaluating
professional development, and PDP’s
Andrew Sanchirico provides an
overview of Donald Kirkpatrick’s Four
Levels of Training Evaluation first intro-
duced in 1959, revised in 1975,1979
and 1998. Both articles stress the need
to conduct evaluation that reflects the
changing expectations for training.

In evaluating contract training pro-
grams for government and not-for-prof-
its, PDP has embraced a responsibility
to our contract sponsors that takes us
beyond merely determining learner
satisfaction with our training programs. 
We instead have been generating data
that measures how well learners apply
the knowledge and skill they devel-
oped in the classroom environment to
the jobs they are being asked to do in

the workplace. In fact, we have led our
contract agencies to expect this higher
quality of evaluative information and
find ourselves being measured by our
effectiveness in delivering it. As our
training has moved away from satisfy-
ing trainees to meeting the contracting
organizations’ expectations, more em-
phasis has been placed on outcome-
based metrics such as aligning im-
proved job performance with organiza-
tional objectives. This is the more
sophisticated and demanding level of
ROI evaluation that is discussed in the
work of Jack Phillips (1996) who is well
respected in the field of ROI analysis
on training. 

Although some suggest that the Kirk-
patrick model has outlived its
usefulness, and that other more sophis-
ticated ROI models should be em-
ployed, our position at PDP is to be
inclusive of both approaches rather
than exclusive to only one perspective.
PDP has looked well beyond Kirk-
patrick’s Level I evaluation of trainee
satisfaction, and Level II continues to
be important since it measures what
was learned. However, we now find
ourselves placing more emphasis on
both the Level III measures of improve-
ment in job performance and the Level
IV metrics related to the business
impact as today’s workplace demands
we quantify customer satisfaction,
impact on business, and return on
investment.

By taking the Kirkpatrick model 
up a notch, our program evaluations
have responded to market demand.
We’ve been successful at using this
method of evaluation which provides
the answer to the question —“Was it
worth it?” For PDP to continue to be 
a leader in this crucial area, our suc-
cess within our own market remains
dependent upon our success with
these efforts.

Kirkpatrick and Beyond: PDP Ups
Measures for Accountability
Eugene J. Monaco,
Director, Professional Development Program

From the Director...

Eugene J. Monaco, Director and
Public Service Professor
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Dr. Sue Faerman, University at Albany
Dean of Undergraduate Studies,
Professor, and Collins Fellow receives
the 2004 Distinguished Extended
Learning Leadership Award at the
November Rockefeller College Awards
Program. The award is presented
annually by PDP for exemplary
leadership and significant contribu-
tions in the field of continuing
professional education.
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conducting evaluation of professional
development is our definition of the
outcome. The sole use of participant
satisfaction surveys and seat/hour
counts as a means of documenting
impact must change. Professional de-
velopment is a complex social learn-
ing process and as such is dynamic 
in nature. Past evaluations have
clearly indicated the need for varia-
tions in documenting outcomes by
discipline, complexity of content,
background of learner, perceived sta-
tus of the trainer, etc. In addition, we
now know that the methods and tools
of transfer will also impact outcomes.
Professional development encompas-
ses several models of transferring or
improving knowledge, including: di-
rect training; observation/assessment;
involvement in a developmental/im-
provement process; study groups; in-
volvement in inquiry/action research;
individually guided activities; and
mentoring. Each of these approaches
support different intermediate out-
comes, but acknowledge the same
systems goals — improvement of ser-
vices to consumers. Innovative use of
alternative tools (e.g. video-conferenc-
ing and online discussions) also is in
need of assessment. The path of eval-
uation for each will be different.

Paradoxically, as the above varia-
tions in professional development are
offered and expanded, the need for
more standardization of what is con-
sidered exemplary transfer of knowl-
edge has consolidated. Just as
models for what constitutes appropri-
ate standards for math or science ed-
ucation (at both K-12 and higher ed
settings) have evolved, so too have
standards of what constitutes appro-
priate professional development. Re-
forms in professional development
have resulted in standards for design
and delivery that now include the use
of research-based delivery of knowl-
edge, context-based transfer of skills,
embedded support for growth in lead-
ership, sustainability of knowledge
and its use, inclusion of all stakehold-
ers, sound use of adult pedagogy,
and results-driven goals, objectives,
and assessment. Professional devel-
opment standards provide us, as eval-

Evaluation of Professional Development
Continued from page 1

uators and decision makers, with
benchmarks against which to judge
the adequacy of educational offerings
and a means by which programs 
can be compared to determine best
practices.

Another urgent change needed in
the design and implementation of
evaluation of professional develop-
ment is inclusion of longitudinal,
cross-site, and meta-analytic studies.
Short-term, site-specific evaluations
offer good formative information for
local decision makers but do not as-
sist in documenting the long-term im-
pact of a particular training, or the
broader impact across multiple sites
and offerings. Evaluation efforts need
to be expanded to include multiple fol-
low-ups that will document long-term
changes in work practices, profes-
sional identity, and systems changes,
as well as impact on fellow workers
and consumers. If these data are col-
lected in a replicable manner across
sites, and across methods, program
planners and funders will be able to
improve the process of transferring
knowledge to make it both more effi-
cient and more effective. 

These changes in evaluation call for
a more extensive use of replicable,
credible evaluation models. Kirk-
patrick’s model is frequently used to
guide evaluation and documentation
of professional development but there
are other models that offer equally
useful approaches. These include
Tyler’s objectives based approach,
Stufflebeam’s decision-making model,
Stake’s standards based reviews, and
Scriven’s consumer orientation. All of
these models address the process of

defining, developing, delivering, and
assessing professional development
as a programmatic effort that encom-
passes a series of interconnected
goals, benchmarks, and assessment.
All are considered replicable means of 

assessing the merit, worth and value 
of a program. Each, however, 
stresses a different role for the in-

structor, the learner, and the consumer
in determining the process value. As
evaluators of professional develop-
ment we also should use standards for
documenting the validity and reliability
of the evaluation process. It is impor-
tant that our users perceive both the
process and evaluation product as
credible and relevant.

Improving Practice and 
Looking Ahead

Obviously, there also are other
things we should consider when con-
ducting evaluation of professional de-
velopment. These include the cost of
evaluation, who evaluates, who gets
the results and in what form, and how
to determine when “enough is
enough.” All of these will impact the
process of evaluation, the product,
and the continued transfer of knowl-
edge to those in the workplace. We
should not forget, however, that evalu-
ation is, in itself, a form of professional
development. As we jointly and indi-
vidually examine our training pro-
grams, workshops and educational
efforts, we are also examining and re-
structuring our own knowledge base
about professional development, the
content being offered, the methods
used, and what we consider to be
acceptable outcomes. Reflection on
the practice of transferring and gain-
ing knowledge is a key characteristic
of professional growth and should be
encouraged as part of all our efforts.
Improving what we do, whether it is
assisting in transferring knowledge,
delivering services, or evaluating how
we do it, will assist us in developing
better practices. Evaluation of profes-
sional development begins and 
ends with a desire for improvements
that will enhance our ability to serve
others.
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The Kirkpatrick model of training
evaluation is the established evalua-
tion design used by the Professional
Development Program (PDP). This
model specifies four levels of training
evaluation: (1) Reaction, (2) Learning,
(3) Behavior, and (4) Results. The four
levels are sequential; while the evalu-
ation of a training program may in-
clude one or more of these levels, no
level should be bypassed to reach a
higher level (although exceptions may
sometimes be made). This article de-
scribes how this model is applied to
training evaluation and discusses
some of the issues involved in its im-
plementation.

Level 1: Reaction
This level of evaluation measures

how the participants reacted to the
training — i.e., what they thought
about the quality of the training pro-
gram. This is the most basic level of
evaluation; it measures participant
satisfaction generally by a question-
naire distributed to the participants
immediately after the completion of
training.

Level 2: Learning
The evaluation of learning measures

the extent to which participants ac-
quired knowledge or skills as a result
of the training program. A pre-post
test is the most common type of in-
strument used to assess learning.
The information obtained at this level
helps determine if the trainees
achieved the expected level of learn-
ing and can help to identify training
areas in need of revision.

Level 3: Behavior
The evaluation of behavior exam-

ines the extent to which improvement
in job performance occurred because
the participant attended the training
program. This level of evaluation is
designed to measure transfer of learn-
ing to the workplace. Unlike the previ-
ous two levels, the assessment of
behavior cannot usually be measured
at the training site. In addition, there
may be some training programs for 

which a Level 3 evaluation is not ap-
propriate. If a Level 3 evaluation
should be applied to a specific train-
ing course, the following criteria
should be met:
• The training course should be

specifically designed to improve
trainee job performance on his or
her current job. Skills that are
learned at training, but are not regu-
larly performed at the work site,
cannot be objectively measured on
the job. Conversely, skills that are
required on the job, but that are not
included in the training, cannot be
used as legitimate measures of
learning transfer.

• The training course should be eval-
uated at Levels 2 and 1.

For Level 3, several evaluation
methods can be used:  observation of
job performance, pre-post measures
of job performance, supervisor as-
sessment of trainee job performance,
and trainee self-assessment of job
performance.

PDP typically uses a trainee self-
assessment of job performance to
measure transfer of learning. The sur-
vey is sent to the trainees at their work
sites approximately 45 days after they
complete training. It lists training ob-
jectives, which are keyed to the
trainees’ job functions, and asks the
participants to assess the effects of
training on each of the specified
training objectives (job functions).

Currently, PDP is in the pro-
cess of expanding its standard 
Level 3 evaluation procedure 
to include a supervisor as-
sessment of trainee job 
performance. This ex-
panded evaluation 
will be applied to 
the training eval-
uation of the Ver-
mont Reach  
Up Case 
Manage-
ment Training 
Program that began in 
October, 2004.

Level 4: Results
The fourth level of evaluation as-

sesses the organizational outcomes
that occur because of the training
program. For example, if a training
program was designed to train job
counselors on how to help their clients
find jobs, the outcome measure would
be the rate of client job placement. 
As such, the evaluation of training re-
sults represents a major analytical
leap in training evaluation. Unlike the
previous three levels of evaluation, the
fourth level shifts the unit of analysis 
to the trainees’ place of employment.
This shift involves the following
criteria:
• Access to organizational data is

required.

• As many factors besides training
may influence organizational results,
there is a need to identify and con-
trol intervening variables. For exam-
ple, for a training program designed
to improve client job acquisition,
intervening variables would include
the local economy and the labor
supply.

• A comparative analysis is required 
if the training effects are to be accu-
rately calculated. The comparison
may be between groups (trainees
vs. non-trainees) or it may be a
comparison of pre-training vs. post-
training results. If properly done, the
comparative analysis can serve to
control intervening variables.

Applying Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Model 
of Training Evaluation
Andrew Sanchirico, Ph.D., PDP Senior Research Scientist

Continued on page 6

• The training course should be
designed to address and 

correct clearly stated orga-
nizational objectives or 

problems; and mea-
sures of organiza-

tional results 
should be
specified prior 
to embarking

upon a Level 4 
evaluation.
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PDP Creates New e-Learning Module for CPHP
Last summer the Center for 

Public Health Preparedness (CPHP) 
at UAlbany School of Public Health
announced the public release of the
online course “Terrorism, Prepared-
ness, and Public Health: An Introduc-
tion.” The Instructional Technologies
Unit (ITU) of the Professional Develop-
ment Program created the course with
the Center’s Director, Dr. Robert G.
Westphal. The course provides an
introduction to key concepts related to
public health emergency prepared-
ness and focuses on potential terrorist
threats, their possible scope and
impact, and possible responses to
emergency events.

The School of Public Health used an
e-mail distribution service to advertise
the course to state and local health
departments and public health profes-
sionals. Although expectations for this
course ran high, no one anticipated
that over 500 individuals would regis-
ter in the first week, including: emer-
gency medical technicians; police,
fire, and emergency room personnel;
and community partners in addition to
the public health workforce. To date,
over 6,000 people have taken the free
course.

Based on this success, PDP is
currently working on a new course
that examines the risk of flu pandemic
from a public health perspective. 

For more information, visit the
UAlbany Center for Public Health
Preparedness web site at
http://www.ualbanycphp.org/.

Did You Know?
• There are more than 50 million Chinese e-learning users online and some analysts claim that the number is doubling every 6 months.

— Training, December 2004

• 77 percent of organizations use reaction measures; 36 percent use learning evaluations; 15 percent measure behavior change; and 8 percent measure
results. Organizations that are maximizing the potential of money invested in learning processes are asking about measurable outcomes.
— Learning Resources Network, January 2005

• The cost of an impact or ROI study is typically 5 to 10 percent of the total cost of the project — Make Training Evaluations Work, ASTD Press, 
November 2004

• Surveys show a strong movement toward more formal measurement of training investments. Because the greatest demand for analytics is above Level
3, organizations should strive to create the right processes and use the most efficient and effective technologies to make Level 3, 4, and ROI analyses
practical. — The State of Learning Analytics, ASTD 2004

• As this generation of well-educated and creative minds prepares to take on more management positions, industry leaders are worried about decades 
of institutional knowledge leaving the workforce as 76 million “Baby Boomers” move into retirement. — Detroit Free Press, December 2004

• In a survey of 35 members of the International Federation of Training and Development Organizations, measuring return on investment was
consistently rated the hottest topic among members of those organizations. — IFTDO, 2003

• Quantifying the positive economic value of training is necessary in today’s economic climate. When managers are not able to measure the
effectiveness of training, it’s only to be expected that they will concentrate on those aspects of their job for which they are held accountable. This
encourages managers to reduce or eliminate training expenses and sacrifice long-term profit gains — potentially exponential gains — in favor of
short-term cost-cutting. — Human Resource Management Systems, 2005
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• The training course should be evalu-
ated at Levels 3, 2, and 1.

There are no standard instruments
that are used for a fourth level evalua-
tion. Instead, as explained above,
what is needed is a well developed
evaluation design and access to orga-
nizational data.  

PDP is in the early stages of devel-
oping a Level 4 evaluation for a pro-

Applying Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Model of Training Evaluation
Continued from page 4

gram that will train supervisors to use
an online system for reviewing Tempo-
rary Assistance cases in New York
City. One intended outcome of this
training program is to reduce the error
rates at HRA job centers.

In conclusion, the Kirkpatrick Model
provides a logical and intuitive design
for planning and implementing a train-
ing evaluation. If all four levels are fully
implemented, virtually every aspect 

of the training program can be evalu-
ated. Realistically, a full implementa-
tion of the model is difficult to achieve.
However, the strength of the model is
that it simplifies and systematizes a
complicated set of procedures; and
adherence to the Kirkpatrick Model
increases the probability that an eval-
uation will produce meaningful infor-
mation about a training program.

PDP Opens NYC Office to Enhance Services 
for HRA and NYS OTDA
PDP has established a New York
City office to anchor our
working partnership with the
NYC Human Resources
Administration and the NYS
Office of Temporary and
Disability Assistance, Bureau of
Training and Management
Analysis. Located at the corner
of Martin Luther King Boulevard
and 125th Street, the location
houses five staff as well as
meeting and training space. 


