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Abstract: The need for training evaluation has never beemenimportant than today when economic condition
pressures businesses to carefully consédeh investment. Why do companies continue to at@lemployee training
incompletely or even there is no training evaluat all?

In the present paper the author briefly discusegrtditional training evaluation model and methadd indicates what
barriers T&D practitioners face when evaluatingnirsg. The paper also explains and searches forghsons of
training evaluation vacuunthe author offers ways to reduce barriers in trjrévaluation.

The aim of the paperis to discover what the barriers to use traditidreaning evaluation models in an enterprise are.
The objectivesof the paper are:

1) To find out the current situation of trainingadwation practice in enterprises;

2) To identify the differences between the thearg practice in training evaluation;

3) To describe the reasons why the gap betweemytlaal practice is so big.

The methodological frameworkis based on the review of the latest literature.

Findings: The complexity of learning, inadequate evaluatisethods and organizational barriers are only feasoas
of weaknesses in current training evaluation preegsTraining evaluation should not have a univensproach; each
case requires its own individual approach. Beingrawof and understanding the reasons of barriersaining
evaluation, HRM practitioners will be able to adtically to further improve the credibility of thieaining evaluation.
The Originality/value: The number and king of training evaluation basriégdentified is valuable for HRM
professionals. This is the first step to bridgedhp between academic research and practitioneeslsa
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Introduction

At present, when most enterprises in Latvia ardtiingy for survival, it is important to
evaluate the yield of every Lats invested in theettgpment of the enterprise. Companies are
carefully following their budgets and calculatirgetyield from the investment. A difficult task s t
evaluate yield from the funds invested in the depelent of human resources because the result is
not always immediate and it cannot always be teansfl into monetary units. One of the ways how
to develop human resources is employee trainingkABand LPVA evaluation approves that
money is still being saved by reducing the trairdoigiget. 50% of the respondents indicate that the
training budget continues to decline also in 2qLatvijas Biznesa konsultantu asamja, 2011).

However, strategically planned and managed humanuree development allows the
organization to combine different knowledge elemsefurevious and new, internal and external
knowledge) and create the competitive advantageethsures the sustainable development of the
organization. Therefore it is so important for pensel managers or other staff responsible for HR
training and development to evaluate employee itrgiand find proof and reasons that training
expenses are justified and that employee “traitiings into investment, not a cost structure” in the
company operations (Strategic Human Resource Mamage 2001). Thus, training evaluation is a

critical tool that proves the need to invest in lamncapital. It is important to clarify what the laoit
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means with the concept of evaluation in this papéhough databases contain several thousands
of research papers about training evaluation, arigw of the authors offer a complete definition of
training evaluation. One of the clearest and maspete explanations is Pilar Pineda’s
explanation of training evaluation, “The evaluatwfrtraining in organizations is the analysis o th
total value of a training system or action in batitial and financial terms, in order to obtain
information on the achievement of its objectived #re overall cost-benefit ratio of training, which
in turn guides decision-making.” (Pineda, 2010,/8.%

Methodology

Scientific research publications about the needefaluating training in companies, the
methods and tools of evaluation are available ftoensixties of the previous century. A pioneer in
training evaluation is Donald L. Kirkpatrick andshiraining evaluation hierarchy model, which
offers a framework for evaluation of the trainingsults and the organisational process by using
four levels (Kirkpatrick, 1994).

At Level 1 of training evaluation Reaction — the trainees’ reaction to the training process
is evaluated; at Level 2L-earning - to what extent the trainees obtain knowledge skills; at
Level 3 -Behaviour — the ability of the trainees to demonstrate ttguaed skills is measured; and
the highest training evaluation level - Level Result —reveals what the impact at the company
operational level is, measuring it in such unitsremey, effectiveness etc. The works of Donald L.
Kirkpatrick and his followers analyse in detail ttraining evaluation at all four levels (Clark,
2008).

This model was created in 1959, but despite itpaetsble age and received criticism, 2/3 of the
authors still refer to this approach in traininglesation.

A number of scientists and practitioners have dged further and improved the training
evaluation model (Warr et al., 1970; Hamblin, 19C&nnon-Bowers et al., 1995; Kaufman et al.,
1995; Molenda et al., 1996; Phillips, 1997, 20038s€io, 1999; Tyler, 2002), as well as criticised it
(Clement, 1982; Alliger and Janak, 1989; TannenbaudhWoods, 1992; Brown, 2005; Sitzmann
et al., 2008, Holton, 1996)

At the end of the previous century scientists dgwedl several integrated models that
combine response to the criticism of Kirkpatrick'®del and improvements to it, thus creating a
universal approach to training evaluation: Integgamodel (Pineda, 2010), Four-phase or Double
loop approach (Lingham et al., 2006), CIRO (contaxyiut, reaction, outcome) model (Warr et al.,

1970), CIPP (context, input, process, product) rh@déorthen and Sanders, 1987), IPO (input,
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process, output, outcome) model (Bushnell,1990) Bvif (training validation system) approach
(Fitz-Enz, 1994).

Several methods and tools have been developedhtrcompanies to implement the
training evaluation models in real life. These roeth and tools are different for each training
evaluation level, regarding the evaluation of badtie content of training programmes
(Grammatikopoulos et al., 2004) and the processtjp@007).

However, despite the wide range of scientific &tare about evaluation training, as well as
the available diverse training evaluation instrutegonly a few enterprises evaluate knowledge
until Level 4. Training evaluation at all levelskés place in relatively few cases. Poor application
of the evaluation model in practice is approved rblatively low percent indicators about
enterprises that evaluate training until Level 8%laccording to Dixon (1990), 20% are indicated
by Shelton and Alliger (1993), 31% is identified 6ysen (1998), 2% are found by Pershing and
Pershing (2001) and Lee and Pershing (2002). Th&Sz¥ survey indicates that the status of
training evaluation is very similar all over Eurogdeis noted that seven out of ten companies
evaluate some aspect of training: however, thegnéages decrease when it comes to evaluating
the training results and application to the workplawhich occurs in only two out of every ten
businesses (Pineda, 2010, p.674-675).

Having stated the fact that only few enterprisesuate training to define the real value of
training a question arisesnvhat are the barriers to use traditional trainingvaluation models in
an enterprise?

The author analysed the available scientific liigma Trying to find answers to the research
question, a lot of effort had to be exhibited beeain difference from the huge amount of
information about how to evaluate training, thevess to the question why it does not follow the
theoretical models were rather simplified and withjoistification. A deeper analysis of the reasons

why training is not evaluated can be found onlyhie works of some authors.

Results

One of the problems that T & D professionals meethair work is an ever-increasing
difficulty to define the relation between trainiragnd its result. When training is over, until the
moment someone acts to find out what new knowledige experience are created or what
behaviour has changed since the training, a vacappears. Tom Short uses an innovative term
“evaluation vacuum”, which describes conceptuafed@nces existing somewhere between the

actual training activity and being aware of the dfgnarising from the training. Results of three
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case studies in the industry sector of New Zealand focus group discussions in which
independent senior human resource practitionerscipated serve as a proof for reality with
significant qualitative and contextual changes tie environment where enterprises in thé' 21
century learn and train their staff. Tom Short nwm nine factors that, to his mind, affect the
evaluation vacuum (Short, 2009).

Which moment is the most appropriate to evaluasénitig when it ends? There are
different theoretical arguments and sometimes ey contradictory, but delay in time creates
difficulties for trainees to offer meaningful andepise information. People’s memories fade away
and there may appear difficulties to show direkitren between training and considerable changes
in performance. Research findings among front-tmenagers indicated thptessure of the work
and lack of timeare the main reasons why training evaluation du@sreceive the necessary
attention.

In his taxonomy of learning Bloom indicated (Bloogh al., 1956) that it is simpler to
evaluate training the goal of which is transferrikagowledge and skills than training on solving
complicated problems or conceptual training. Foanegle, it is more complicated to evaluate
benefits from training about changes in organizetioculture than to evaluate simple skills
acquisition training. When evaluating training ehrscope of data is developed, but it is possible t
state a significant and credible lack of proofled strategic level about investment in training and
development (Short, 2008). Thus, one more reasotrdming evaluation vacuum is the fact that
training can be different arttie type and instruments of training evaluation carvary from the
context of the particular training.

Present life requires organizations to learn camtiisly. A learning organization is
characterised by several simultaneous trainingainzes, thus creating additional complications for
training evaluation. Integrated training projectaka training evaluation a challenge. As a result of
implementing several training projects “learningedd” is created. Implementation of several
training projects simultaneously in the enterpessures stable basis for development, but it also
requires special investment in training evaluateord it is difficult to calculate yield from the
training. More and more segmented business unitrganizations implement different training
projects to improve entrepreneurship. Such a glyateeates bigger potential for "learning bleed”,
making the evaluation process even more complicdieds evaluation activities become sporadic,
creating a tendency not to evaluate those projghtye the assumption exists that they offer less
benefits. Such a strategy creates a high risk Isecauvithout credible information, managers cannot

know which project should be terminated.
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Not seeing the possibility to express the trainimgsult in monetary units, training
evaluation is rejectedecause the qualitative approach to training evaliaequires much more
time and usage of mixed evaluation methods. Theiceh@f the philosophical paradigm
significantly affects what is expected from tramievaluation. People that prefer an objective
approach rely on numeric and factual informatioh.wke rely on this approach in training
evaluation, it requires direct observation, analysid data. In the past it was considered thdsskil
training offers these results. But, on the othendyain the qualitative evaluation, socially
constructed information often exists and it is alnaéthe importance of present events in the future
development. Qualitative evaluation requires dedpegrpretation and that is a process that
requires time, e.g. training that is implementedchaseans to change organizational culture and to
improve organization’s operations long-term (OR)tHese cases it is very easy to refuse from a
qualitative approach to training evaluation becausgy long time is necessary for collecting
information. To analyse such complicated informatito evaluate the performance of the
organization mixed methods approach to data admursshould be used, such as small-scale
surveys, training reaction sheets, complementeld foitus groups and climate surveys. Today not
only rational financial considerations should bleetainto consideration when evaluating training,
but also the social aspect, which cannot alwaysXpeessed in monetary units. The increase of the
importance of social aspects in the training predesenterprises makes to review critically the
assumption that the real value of training can bé of the training benefit is expressed in
monetary units.

The number of training participants creates bagriertraining evaluation — the larger the
number of trainees, the larger barrier in trainev@luation it is. It is much simpler to evaluate
training outcomes for one person than for the erdompany team. A smaller number of trainees
requires a smaller evaluation capacity. “Case studgience indicates that small-scale evaluations
are more likely to happen than major organisatigmajects, yet evaluating single-event activities
is thought to have less influence on determiningtsgic success — unless the individuals are senior
managers, whose learning and performance affedrttiee organization” (Short, 2009, 17).

A not precisely defined training goal is a barriertraining evaluation. Defining precise
learning outcomes nowadays is a big challenge. rastige shows, when planning training, the
enterprise or the training provider not alwaysc#yidefines the training goal. The training goahc
be vague, not precisely defined or each of thagsmmvolved in the training may have their own

understanding about it. Defining general goals, elgaining or extending knowledge, creates a
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potential for “learning bleed”. The more preciséhe goals are defined for individual and group
training, the more possibilities to determine whas to be done to evaluate training.

Information produced by third parties creates a $& impression that training is
evaluated but in reality it has not happened. For examiplegp managers are convinced that the
organization has an open and fair culture, they mmpact the evaluation with demonstrating their
conviction. Political and egoistic interests mayemshadow the evaluation results, as well as past
events may create Halo or a barrier effect whetuatiag training.

A wide range of training themes and planned outcorhéders training evaluation.
Sometimes the list of planned outcomes is so lbagit is impossible to evaluate it regarding the
course objectives. When evaluating training, tlaning course developers should cooperate to
determine the real training needs and the plannezbme.

There are difficulties to separate personnel tramg from tactical training and expanding
experience.lt is seldom when training can be distinguishechaseparate issue in organizations.
Nowadays organizations, as well as people leartimmayusly. The learning process does not have
strict limits in time and space. With the developtnef new technologies, an employee can acquire
a lot through self-learning, knowledge and skille abtained working together with a more
experienced colleague, learning by doing is alstypécal practice. It is almost impossible to
separate and measure a specific benefit from depanaployee training because several types of
training merge and impact the total result.

Blaming T&D practitioners and company owners of iompetence or saving money
resources is the most frequently mentioned reasdny the real value of training is not evaluated.
It has to be admitted that such a statement isdbdput it is a too simplified approach to searghin
for the real reasons. Saying that practitionersgrazempetent, scientists avoid critical evaluatodn
the existing models. Antonio Griangreco has a tkffié approach to explaining why training is not
evaluated. His main idea is that the reason isnuatmpetence or lack of money resources but the
fact thatthe evaluation model is outdated and not appropedor the needs of the organization of
the 27" century. Modern society and economic infrastructure vencmdiffer from the ones when
Kirkpatrick developed his model. New technologiesd asocial emancipation assign a more
significant role to the individual if compared withe 60-ies of the previous century (Friedman,
2005). New terms characterise economics, suchlaseeeconomy (Malone and Laubacher, 1998),
knowledge economy and post-industrial economy (8gwnd Byrne, 1987). In this fast-changing
world the individual is required to learn contingby as well as organizations are required to

become learning organizations (Senge, 1990). Legrand training are a key to survival, but are
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the traditional evaluation types significant angbraypriate? “The effects on training, its meaning
and its evaluation of the societal changes thatimoa to emerge largely have been ignored by the
research community. Yet practitioners likely hawearporated these changes into their modus
operandi, without reconsideration of the reasond #e impact of their decisions.” Practice
approves that most of the organizations evaluatmitrg at the Level 1 — Reaction. However,
irrespective of that, it is not a surprise that tlbenber of publications that would seriously explai
training evaluation at Level 1 is very small. “Ttleoice not to use higher-level evaluations is not
associated with positive reflective skills but extlwith negative and lesser capabilities. Companies
do not do more because they do not have the skillsoney or because they do not understand the
model.” (Griangreco et.al., 2010, 169) (Griangretal., 2010,163).

The present, little criticisedniversal approach is one of the most significanarpers in
training evaluation Many authors have tried to create universal notight could be applied to
any enterprise evaluating training of any type gadl, but when the specifics of the training in the
organization and the trainees is not taken intasictamation, training evaluation in the organization
is formal.

In the traditional training evaluation modeadsaluation of the training process and the
training results is not separatedlo reduce barriers in training evaluation, thaleation of the
training process — training goal, correspondenceadhing to the company needs, content of the
training programme, training methods, trainer’sfessionalism, training facilities and venue have
to be evaluated separately from the training resudtthe case study in retail store chain approves,
the training process and training results may hdiferent evaluation (Enkuzena, 2011). It
disproves the traditional opinion that training lkenation at one level affects training evaluation at
the following levels (Clarck, 2008).

As it was already mentioned above, most of therprises finish training evaluation with
measuring the trainees’ reaction because studyamgees’ reaction has clear goals and tools, and it
is also possible to clearly separate trainees’ti@aco particular training. Research of trainees’
reaction, or Level 1 of Kirkpatrick’'s model, is tlomly stage in training evaluation according to
traditional methods the result of which one canshé. Taking into account how widely the
research of trainees’ reaction is used, it offermrge potential, which not always means that
evaluation of reaction is sufficient to evaluatédlskbut rather that in some contexts it represemt
acceptable and enriching solution. Despite thisemidl, journals are not willing yet to publish

research aimed only at researching the traineastion.
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Discussion

Reviewing the above listed reasons for not evalgattiaining, it can be observed that the
reason is mainly related to unsuccessful attemipI&® practitioners to apply traditional training
evaluation models and methods to the evaluatidragfing processes in a modern enterprise — the
enterprise and the employees are continuouslyitggrtraining overlaps, the training process has
to be separated from the learning outcome andgttbabe understood what exactly should be
evaluated in each particular case, the traininglreshd goal can be different for the stakeholders
involved in the training process.

The need to distinguish the learning effect at foiffierent levels becomes less significant
in the post-industrial economics because the comttraining is already such that it undeniably
works on changes at all levels. Changing of thaiticmal model, in fact, means moving away from
evaluation of cause-effect relationship or evenitigting evaluation levels (Giangreco et al.,
2010). To evaluate training in a modern enterpitise necessary to develop a qualitatively new
approach where the value of training evaluationatsuniversal but it is a part of the training goal
which is different for each of the stakeholdersaiiling value and costs is a difficult issue that
requires a special approach that is modified frome case to another. Evaluation cannot be
considered linear (as it is evaluated by many pracers — a direct relation between costs and the
result). Nowadays situation requires saving resesjrdherefore different training evaluation
strategies should be chosen for different traiffifgnnenbaum and Woods, 1992, p. 68).

Evaluation of the training content should be sefeardrom the evaluation of the training
process. In the modern enterprise one and the saatteod and group cannot be used to evaluate
various training groups because their reactionexpéctations depend on the training initiator (e.g.
the direct supervisor). When evaluating traininigs inecessary to evaluate how training facilitates
the performance of the enterprise and the emplofeskerhoff, 2003), not to evaluate training
per se.

A modern enterprise and the need to change theagiprto training evaluation in it have
facilitated a debate also among researchers. Toelalev a topical and convenient
method/model/approach of training evaluation, usébun the organization, it is necessary to
carefully study the practice of present enterprisegaining evaluation: reasons for both training
and its evaluation in relation with the conceppost-industrial economics (Giangreco et al, 2010).

Why are employees sent to training? What doesrii@dagee gain from the training? Does

the training help to keep the employee in the @nigg? Does the training evaluation contain
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attaining of organizational goals or sense-makorgeinployees? What measures are significant in
the modern world?

Refusing from the deterministic model in trainingakiation a direction to reflective
approaches should be taken as they are typicagldst-industrial economics in which the existing
training evaluation model would become only onenmdny tools, where, for example, “not-
evaluation” can be as effective as formal LeveVdleation.

To develop a new approach to training evaluatiod &m avoid the present universal
approach, a number of practical researches shaujoelformed. Griangreco indicates to the need
to base this research on four elements of interd¢ise size of the enterprise, the type of the émin
audience, the training content and the legal fraonkwGriangreco et al, 2010). Research of
training evaluation in SMEs could provide a sigrafit value added because these enterprises
possess limited resources and these enterpriseaaeeclearly aware of the relation between the
result and training than large enterprises areinig that is aimed at different categories of &ad
require individual approach to evaluation. For eglantraining can be a means to motivate and
keep the employee. It is characteristic to poststidal organizations and the training itself, act

is evaluated together with the evaluation of tragieeaction.

Conclusions

1. The main barriers mentioned in literature why gmiees do not evaluate training are
insufficient knowledge of T&D specialists, lack @ime and money resources, not
separating the training process and training resalthe training evaluation, large number
of training participants, not precisely definedrinag goals, information produced by third
parties, a wide range of training themes and pldrmgcomes and “learning bleed”.

2. Analysing the reasons why training is not evaluatied author concludes that the traditional
approach to training evaluation does not correspgonthe needs of a modern enterprise
because it is impossible to use linear and separahining evaluation methods and
approaches in the dynamic and changing environment.

3. To have a full-fledged evaluation of employee tirggnand to obtain proof and justification
that training is investment in the development mfeaterprise, a new approach to training
evaluation should be searched for so that it waoldespond to the processes taking place
in the modern economic environment.

4. The new approach to training evaluation should beedd on the research of practical

experience. When studying and summarising the ipeaof training evaluation of different
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goals and content in the enterprises of differere, dor different positions and in different
countries a sufficient amount of information isleoted, it will be possible to speak about
the development of a qualitatively different traigievaluation model, suitable for the needs

of the enterprise functioning in post-industriabeomics.
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