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TWO STEPS TRAINING AND
DEVELOPMENT REACTION
EVALUATION

Abstract

Training reaction evaluation is the most used level of
Kirkpatrick’s four levels training evaluation model. In
order to better understand the factors influencing adult
trainees reaction, a two step reaction evaluation model
was developed and empirically tested. The daily evalua-
tion (i.e., first step) variables, the time effect variable,
and two sets of dummy variables reflecting different
programs classifications were found to be related to the
Jfinal evaluation (i.e., second step) variables. This leads
to the conclusion that trainees’ reaction is not based on
the events of the last day of the training program, rather
it is a result of trainee exposure and reaction of the daily
events of the training program. Regression analysis
Sfurther substantiated this finding. The daily program
evaluation outcomes were found to be a good predictor of
the trainees’ eventual assessment of the training experi-
ence as a whole, i.e. trainee’s reaction. The final program
evaluation factors, with the exception of the program’s
administrative arrangement, could also strongly explain
the changes in the final overall trainees’ reaction.

here is unanimous agreement in tion which type of evaluation method

the literature, supporting the is most appropriate to measure train-
view, that evaluation of training is ing effectiveness? It is not the intention

essential. What remains is the ques- of this Paper to present an analysis of
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the various approaches available in
the literature, however, it is the inten-
tion to explore in detail one recog-
nized approach. That is reaction
evaluation, or first level of evaluation
(Kirkpatrick 1959a, 1959b, 1960a,
1960b, 1976, 1996). It is an acceptable
method of evaluation, that determines
the level of participants’ satisfaction
(and/or positive reaction), and there-
fore the extent to which participants
have learned the skills, knowledge and
attitudes which it has sought to im-
part. Inherent in this approach is a
relatively acceptable assumption that
the more positive the reaction of the
participant the more likely the occur-
rence of learning. The question then
arises of how to achieve higher trainee
positive reaction and/or satisfaction.

This Paper attempts to study the
dynamics of trainees’ reactions, the
factors that explain these reactions,
and the relationship between these
factors. The aim is to better under-
stand trainees’ reaction and therefore
understand how to achieve higher
positive reactions. A model is devel-
oped in order to achieve better under-
standing of trainees’ reactions.

Research Objectives

The main objectives of this study are:
(1) to develop a model explaining vari-
ables forming and/or influencing trai-
nee’s evaluation and/or reaction to a
training program; (2) to empirically test

the relationship between the variables
included in the proposed model in an
attempt to better understand trainee
evaluation and/or reaction to a training
program.

In the remaining portion of this
Paper a reaction evaluation model is
presented, empirically tested and re-
sults reported.

Evaluation of Training and De-
velopment Activities

It might be said that, although every
training manager wants to measure ex-
actly where he/she is heading (i.e.,
evaluate training), training and devel-
opment evaluation is not the most at-
tractive option. Several authors agree
that evaluating training is not wanted,
because it triggers the fear of those
responsible for implementing training
activities (See, for example, Tracey
1981; Goldstein 1974; and Kirkpatrick
1983). The fear of evaluation coupled
with the high cost of training evaluation
and its complexity (Dionne 1996), there-
fore, diminishes the desire to pursue
training evaluation.

Kirkpatrick’s four levels of training
evaluation helped to diffuse some of the
difficulty. It is widely used in the litera-
ture and among practitioners, for it
provides a simple framework of how to
think about evaluation and how to per-
form it. The four levels are: reaction,
which is the measurement of how parti-
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cipants feel about the training program;
learning, which is the function of deter-
mining the extent to which participants
acquired the skills, knowledge and atti-
tudes targeted by the training; behavior,
which is concerned with finding out
whether the trainees’ level of work per-
formance had changed due to the train-
ing program; and results, which is the
quest of determining the final results in
terms of organizational productivity.

The popularity of this model is such
that, the literature either revolves
around it, or in it. The majority of the
literature tends to revolve in it, seeking
to either build on it or validate it (Ham-
blin, 1974; Kaufman and Keiler, 1994,
Phillips, 1995; Brinkerhoff, 1987; Faer-
man and Ban 1993). The minority tends
to revolve around it by questioning it
{Alliger and Janak 1989) and some times
reject it and calls for a more solid theory
of training evaluation (Holton 1996,
Dionne 1996).

According to Alliger and Janak
(1989), three implicit assumptions
about this model seem to appear in
the minds of researchers and trainers.
First, the so-called levels or steps are
arranged in ascending value of infor-
mation provided. This is to say that a
measure of learning provides more
information than does a measure of
reaction, and so forth. Second. the
levels or evaluation are causally
linked. Hamblin (1974) contends
training leads to reactions, which lead
to learning, which leads to changes in

job behavior, which leads to changes
in the organization. Finally it is as-
sumed that the levels are positively
inter-correlated. Alliger and Janak
(1989) further concluded that these
three assumptions can be logically
questioned.

Furthermore, it seems that, be-
cause of the second and the third
assumptions, practitioners are more
frequently using the reaction evalua-
tion (i.e., the first level). However there
exists a strong debate between re-
searchers in the literature relating to
the importance of reaction evaluation.
Some believe that it is important and a
prerequisite to any evaluation activity
(Kirkpatrick, 1996; Faerman and Ban,
1993), while others believe it has an
indirect relation to learning (Holton
1996; Alliger, and Janak 1989) and
therefore more focus should be given
to the other three levels of evaluation.

Trainee Reaction Evaluation

The majority of the studies in
training evaluation literature attempt
to study trainee reaction in terms of its
relation and/or impact on other fac-
tors such as learning, behavioral
changes, and organizational results
(see for example, Holton, 1996;
Mathieu, Tannenbaum, and Salas
1992; Alliger and Janak 1989; Faer-
man and Ban 1993). Thatis to say that
these studies attempt to validate and/
or critique Kirkpatrick’s four levels of
training evaluation. There are few
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studies that articulate what constitute
training reaction, and they are usually
found in the education rather than
training related literature (see for ex-
ample Mahmoud, 1991). Of these
studies one attempting to manipulate
trainees’ choices concerning whether
to attend a training program, found
that those given the choice demon-
strated more positive reactions to the
program (Hicks and Klimoski, 1987).

The literature on reaction evalua-
tion can at best be described as
strewed. In the following, I will utilize
the quadrant analysis technique in
order to synthesize and better under-
stand the current literature.

As depicted in Figure (1), the view in
the first quadrant is that neither reaction
evaluation nor the other three evaluation
levels (i.e., learning, behavior, and results)
are important. That is to view, evaluation
of training as unnecessary, since its bene-

ficial effects are obvious. It is threatening
for it may reveal inadequacies, and it is
expensive especially when conducting a
scientific evaluation with cause and effects
determinations (Truelove, 1995).

The second quadrant, where reac-
tion evaluation is low and the other
three levels of evaluation is high,
represents the view that trainee reac-
tion is unrelated to learning (Patrick,
1992) and that reaction, is at best a
function of the relationship between
training motivation and learning
(Mathieu, Tannenbaum, and Salas
1992). Therefore reaction is an aid to
learning (Holton, 1996). According to
this view the focus should therefore be
given to the other three evaluation
levels, where the benefit of training is
measured in terms of its impact on
learning, behavior, performance and
organizational results.

Figure 1
The Importance of Reaction Evaluation
First Level Evaluation
(Reaction)
Second, Third, High
& Fourth Level Holton and | Krikpatrick
. Others and Others
Evaluation
. . 2 4
(i.e. Learning,
Behavior, Others  |Practitioners
and Results Low 1 3
Low ——— > High
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The third quadrant, where reac-
tion evaluation is high and the other
levels of evaluation is low, represents
the practitioner’s perception of train-
ing evaluation and the importance of
reaction type evaluation. The view is
based on the premise that since rigor-
ous scientific evaluation of training,
where its impact is quantitatively mea-
sured is expensive and requires the
allocation of various resources, reac-
tion evaluation is sufficient enough to
guide training managers in making
decisions on how to improve the train-
ing and justify it as a future invest-
ment. After all, the benefit of training
is so obvious. One has to note that few
organizations undertake training ac-
tivities without some sort of evalua-
tion exercise to determine the
effectiveness of the training. The ad-
vantages of reaction evaluation are (1)
it requires very little time and effort,
(2) it is tolerated by the client, (3) it is
relatively unobtrusive, and (4) it pro-
vides participants with a sense of
contribution into subsequent training
(Tannenbaum and Woods 1992).
Although several authors argue about
the usefulness of this type of evalua-
tion, it is the most used form of
training evaluation (Goldstein, 1980;
Saari et al, 1988; Swierczek and Car-
michael, 1985).

Finally, the fourth quadrant,
where reaction evaluation is high and
the other three levels of evaluation are

high, depicts Kirkpatrick level evalua-
tion (1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960b,
1976, 1996) and those who made some
modifications to it (Hamblin, 1974;
Kaufman and Keller, 1994; Phillips,
1995, and Brinkerhoff, 1987). Here
reaction evaluation is seen as an inte-
grated element of the training func-
tion. Reaction evaluation is given the
highest importance compared to the
other quadrants. Itis a prerequisite for
determining that the effectiveness of
training, has a causal link with the
other three levels, and is assumed to be
inter-correlated with the other levels
(Hamblin, 1974; Faerman and Ban
1993; Clement, 1982; Noe and
Schmitt, 1986; Wexley and Baldwin,
1986). The view in this quadrant is that
reaction is related to learning. Kirk-
patrick contends that if training is
going to be effective it is important
that trainees react favorably. 1t is
therefore necessary to achieve higher
levels of favorable trainee reactions in
order to achieve favorable outcomes
at the next remaining three levels
(Clement, 1982).

In the final analysis, it is clear that
reaction evaluation is highly recom-
mended in the fourth quadrant, ex-
tensively used by practitioners who
belong to the third quadrant, and
considered as an aid to learning i.e.,
second quadrant. Even for those who
might believe that evaluation of train-
ing is not necessary (i.e., first quad-
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rant) they tend not to mind using the
reaction evaluation. It is based on this
conclusion that this paper attempts to
better understand what factors influ-
ence and construct trainees’ reaction
to training activities. This study, how-
ever, is not about whether trainee
reaction impacts and/or correlates
with learning, behavior, and results
(i.e., the other three evaluation levels),
but only about what factorslead to the
formation of trainee reaction during
the program. The findings will help
practitioners to better design a learn-
ing environment that leads to higher
trainee satisfaction. It should also
provide a thorough understanding of
the nature and dynamics of trainee
reaction, fill a gap in the training and
development literature, and aid future
research attempting to measure the
relationship between reaction and

Two Steps Reaction Evaluation
Model

Figure (2) depicts the suggested
Model that attempts to explain var-
ious factors leading to the formation
of participant’s reaction of the train-
ing event. Reaction evaluation is per-
formed in two steps. First, trainee’s
reaction is measured on a daily basis
and for each session of the training
program. In this step, two factors are
assumed to impact participant’s reac-
tion and lead to the formation of the
overall program reaction:

(1) session’s content and (2) ses-
sion’s presentation.

Second, in the final day of the
program, trainee’s overall program
reaction is measured. Five factors are
assumed to form the participant’s
reaction; (1) achievement of objec-

learning. tives, (2) training job relevancy, (3)
Figure 2
Two Steps Training Reaction Evaluation Model
Step 1 Step 11
Daily Evaluation Final Program Evaluation

(session based)

Contents - 5

—_—

. - 5
Presentation

* Achievement of Objectives

* Training Job Relevancy

* Training Methods

* Training Materials

* Training Administrative Arrangements
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training methods, (4) training materi-
als, and (5) training administrative
arrangements. It is assumed that these
five factors are accumulation of parti-
cipant’s daily reactions towards the
presentation and the contents. That is
to say that participant’s overall pro-
gram reaction is not an isolated event,
formed at the end of the program, but
an accumulation of the program daily
reactions.

1t should be noted that, the factors
in this model are found in various
training and development models in
the literature (see for example Al-
Khayyat and Elgamal, 1997; Nadler,
1983; Patrick, 1992; Camp et al.,
1986). They are also assumed to lead
to the formation of trainee’s overall
program reaction. A further detail of
each of these factors follows.

Contents: Once the training objec-
tives have been clearly defined, the sub-
ject matter content can be developed.
According to Patrick (1992) training
contents form the basis of the training
program, which has to be mastered by
the trainee. The nature of training con-
tents depends on, among other things,
training objective, subject matter (i.e.,
technical versus behavioral), time allo-
cated for the training event and avail-
able training aids.

Presentation: In the heart of any
training activity is the usage of appro-
priate presentation format. The latter

refers to the way messages are deliv-
ered to an audience (Rothwell and
Kazanas, 1992). The presentation is
usually organized in such a way that
relates to the training objectives, the
nature of the subject matter, and the
audience educational and work ex-
perience. Instructors should at least
be able to demonstrate effective pre-
sentation skills (Foshay, Silber, and
Westgaard, 1988).

Achievement of Objectives: The first
step, after defining the training needs of
a target group is the process of setting
training objectives. There is unani-
mous agreement in the literature to
the view that without written estab-
lished learning objectives, the likeli-
hood of developing a successful
training event is questionable (Camp
et al.,, 1986; Gagne, 1977, Mager,
1975). In fact there is no training model
in the literature that does not include
the development of learning objectives
as the first step after the identification
of training needs (see for example Al-
Khayyat and Elgamal, 1997; Nadler
1982; Patrick, 1992; Camp et al, 1986).
Mager (1975: 5) presents a useful defi-
nition of instructional objectives a de-
scription of performance you want
learners (trainees) to be able to exhibit
before you consider them competent.
An objective describes an intended
result of instruction, rather than the
process of instruction itself. (from
Camp et al, 1986: 100).
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Training Relevancy: There is no
doubt that adults learn better when
they realize the relevancy of the tech-
niques and/or concepts to their jobs.
Realizing the relevancy means that the
trainees perceived a potential applica-
tion of the program’s contents.

Training Methods: There are many
training methods available, each with
its own strength and weakness. Exam-
ples of these are lecture, case studies,
role-play. The methods tend to take
considerable time and effort, require
different skills and require planning in
order to ensure higher transfer of
potential learning from the training
situation to the trainee’s job situation.
According to Campbell et al (1970),
training methods can be classified into
three categories: (1) information pre-
sentation such as lectures and reading
lists; (2) simulation methods, exam-
ples of which are case methods, role
playing, and games; and (3) on-the-
job training methods which includes
orientation training, apprenticeships
and job rotation. The choice of train-
ing methods depends on, among other
things, the training objectives, con-
tents, trainees’ backgrounds and char-

acteristics, time available and cost.

Obviously some training methods
are appropriate for more than one
type of training and development ob-
jective(s) or strategy. The latter is due

to the fact that there exists a difficulty
in rigorously determining what beha-
vioral objective(s) is/are likely to be
modified by the various instructional
techniques (Goldstein, 1986). How-
ever, generally speaking, there is no
doubt that instructional strategies are
more applicable for a particular train-
ing strategy and therefore will be more
effective in achieving specific training
objective(s). For example, the use of
machine simulators are most appro-
priate to develop technical skills, as in
flight simulators, whereas for team
building, role playing, sensitivity
training are more appropriate for
promoting effective group interaction
and other interpersonal skills.

Training Materials: This is one of
the subject matters that are neglected
in the literature. The majority of what
1s written about this subject is found in
practical journals and text books,
where emphasis is given to the pre-
sentation and problems with program
materials (see for example Munson,
1992) rather than research applica-
tions. The training material is a hidden
aspect of any training activity that is
usually developed as part of the curri-
culum design phase of the training
process. It is the hard version of the
concepts and/or skills and knowledge
that are expected to be transferred to
the trainee. Usually the program ma-

terial is found in a written format.
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However, with the new technological
development and the use of computer
based training, program material may
be found on diskettes and /or CDs,
integrated with the training presenta-
tion and methods.

The trainee is expected to react to
the material since it is used not only
during the program but also as a
reference after the program. Thus,
the clarity of the material is highly
important and the relevancy of the
materials to the trainees’ job is also of
great concern.

Training Administrative Arrange-
ments: Program administrationinvolves
a set of activities supplementing the
instructional strategy and/or methods.
Itincludesactivitiesrelated tothetraining
facilities (i.e., building and seminar halls,
table and chairs) and catering services
(e.g., coffee, tea, lunch etc.). The major
objective of the administrative support
activities is to facilitate and/or minimize
obstacles, which might hinder the ade-

quate operation of the training and
development activities and thus create
an effective learning environment during
the training program. An elaborate ad-
ministrative support discussion is found
in Nadler’s Critical Event Model (1983).

Data and Methodology

Subjects in this study were partici-
pants in the training programs offered
by the Training Unit at the Institute of
Banking Studies (IBS). The programs
are loosely classified under different
banking related subjects. The pro-
grams were also designed for different
job levels from junior to top execu-
tives. The study included data gath-
ered from programs during four
consecutive training years (1994 until
1997) with a total of 185 training
programs. Table (1) summarizes the
number of training programs and also
the number of trainees in each training
year included in the study.

Table 1
Description of Sample

Year # of Program # of Trainees
1994 54 658
1995 57 680
1996 58 765
1997 18 232
Total 185 2335
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The reaction evaluation was per-
formed in two steps with two different
questionnaires. The first step included
the daily reaction evaluation ques-
tionnaire which consisted of two
Likert-type statements each of which
is followed by a six-point scale that
ranges from low to high. The first
statement asks the trainee to evaluate
the content (D_Cont) whereas the
second relates to the presentation
(D_Pres) of each session (See Appen-
dix (I)).

The second step included the final
overall evaluation questionnaire that
consists of five sections with a total of
17 Likert-type statements and other
program related questions (See Ap-
pendix II). A six-point scale followed
Likert-type question statements. The
17 statements of the final evaluation
questionnaire measured trainee’s re-
action as it relates to the five attributes
of the course: achievement of course
objectives - OBJ (1 statement), train-
ing relevancy - REL (6 statements),
training methods - METH (5 state-
ments), training material - MATR (3
statements), and training administra-
tive arrangements - AMIN (2 state-
ments). The overall daily (O_Daily) is
the mean of the two daily variables,
i.e., D_Cont, and D_Pres. The overall
final reaction (O_All) is the weighed

mean of the five overall attributes of
the training program.

The daily and final evaluations
were conducted without revealing
trainee’s identity. For that, results
for the final evaluation of each trainee
could not be related to his/her daily
evaluation. All analysis was then con-
ducted on the overall results of the
final and the daily evaluation. The
final evaluations for each program
were averaged overall trainee’s eva-
luation. This lead to one observation
per program. To relate this to the daily
evaluation all results of trainee’s ses-
sion’s evaluation were averaged, and
then the session’s evaluations for the
program were also averaged in one
observation. Due to the confidential-
ity of the questionnaires and the fact
that trainee’s identity was anon-
ymous, analysis could not be per-
formed on gender, education
background, years of experiences.
etc. In addition such factors were not
of the scope of the interest of this

paper.

The main research objectives of
this paper is to investigate whether
there is correlation between the daily
evaluation and the final evaluation,
and if so could the daily evaluation be
used to predict the final evaluation.
The following statistical techniques
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will be used: (1) descriptive statistics to
evaluate the variables of the study; (2)
Pearson’s correlation coefficient to
investigate the magnitude, strength,
and direction of linear correlation
between the daily and final evaluation
variables; (3) linear regression models
in which each of the five final evalua-
tion variables is expressed by the two
daily evaluations variables, the time
effect variable (Year) and a set of
dummy variables to reflect different

program classification criterias repre-

senting nature of the program and
type of trainer. All of these were used

in linear models form.

Table (2) presents values of the
time effect variable (Year), three sets
of dummy variables (DAl, DA2,
DA3) representing the nature of the
program with three classifications,
and another set of dummy variables
(DB1, DB2, DB3) classifying the
training programs according to the
trainer type.

Table 2
Time and Program Classification Variables

Variable Values
Year 94, 95, 96, 97
Dummy DAL 1 if program aimed at increasing participant knowledge base

Variable for
the Nature

0 otherwise

of the DA2 I if program aimed at equipping participants with technical skills
Program 0 otherwise
DA3 1 if program aimed at promting a behavioural change in the
participants
0 otherwise
Dummy DBI 1 if the trainer was from outside Kuwait

variable for .
0 otherwise

the Type
of Trainer DB2 1 if the trainer was from local education and/or institutions
0 otherwise
DB3 1 if the trainer was from local banking industry in Kuwait

0 otherwise
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Table 3
Reliability Analysis of Multi-Dimension Scale Variables

Scale Variable Questions Cronback’s”  Standardized Max. o If
Included a Item « some variables

delete

Training Relevancy Q2,Q3a, Q3b 0.9043 0.9050 0.9020

REL Q3c, Q3d, Q4

Training Methods Q5, Q6a, Q6b 0.8240 0.8252 0.8125

METH Q6c, Q6d

Training Material Q8, Q9, Q10 0.8434 0.8469 0.8544

MATR

Training Administration Q7a, Q7b 0.6933 0.6957 -

ADMIN

* For variables used in the final evaluation form please refer to Appendix I1.

Since the scale variables REL,
METH, MATR, and ADMIN were
multi-dimensional formed from sets
of variables included in the program
final evaluation questionnaire, a relia-
bility test was conducted to measure
the consistency and reliability of vari-
ables in each set in measuring each of
the above four dimensional factor.
Table (3) presents the results of relia-
bility analysis.

Based on Cronback’s statistics
using the original and the standar-
dized variables, the scale variables
used in forming the three dimensional
factors: REL, METH, and MATR are
highly to very highly consistent and
reliable. The two variables forming
the administrative arrangements fac-

tor (ADMIN) were acceptably reli-
able.

The last column in Table (3) (Max-
imum (o) if some of the variables are
deleted) indicates that each variable in
the dimensional factor is important
and consistent with other variables
forming the factor. Eliminating any
of these variables would not improve
the reliability of each of the scale
variable.

Table (4) depicts the descriptive
statistics for the sample data. It in-
cludes the mean, standard deviation,
minimums and maximums for each
variable, and percentage of satisfac-
tion (i.e., (Mean / 6) x 100). The lowest
observed mean was 4.9246 and the
highest was 5.4334, which leads to the
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics of the Data

Descriptive Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Devia- Percentage
tion %
D_CONT 4.4949 5.9737 5.4334 3125 90.6
D_PRES 4.1667 5.9598 5.3605 .3460 89.3
OBJ 2.6364 6.0000 5.1258 S114 85.4
REL 2.5091 5.8792 4.9246 5130 82.1
METH 2.8545 5.8769 4.9919 4916 83.2
MATR 2.8519 5.8889 5.0921 .4866 84.9
ADMIN 4.0000 6.0000 5.2005 3739 86.7
O_Daily 4.3715 5.9627 5.3970 .3207 90.0
O_All 3.1671 5.8559 5.0670 4122 84.5

conclusion that the participants posi-
tively received the programs.

Results in Table (4) also revealed
that the mean of the two daily evalua-
tion variables mainly D_Cont and
D_Pres were higher than the final
evaluation variables and with smaller
standard deviations. It also revealed
that the percentage of satisfaction
from daily sessions was about 90%,
whereas the final program level of
satisfaction was about 85%. This
could be explained by the fact that
daily variables were based on two
questions in the session evaluations
that should be short and overall per-
ceptive based, whereas the final eva-
luation variables were five and were
based on a number of more detailed

questions (variables). For future re-
ferences, we will name this explana-
tion as the questionnaire limitation
effect. One additional explanation is
the fact that session evaluations were
focused on specific issues related to
each session the trainee had an im-
mediate experience of, whereas the
final evaluation is a summary of more
general issues of which trainees had
less recent experience of. We will name
this explanation as the trainee’s mem-
ory limitation effect.

Table (5) includes the correlation
coefficients between the two daily eva-
luation variables and the five final
evaluation variables. All correlations
are significant at p = 0.01 or better
with the exception of the training
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Table 5
Correlation Coefficients for the Two Daily Variable
and the Final Evaluation Variables

D.CONT D_PRES OBJ REL METH MATR ADMIN O Dally O_Al
D.CONT  1.000
D PRES .897**  1.000
OBJ  .588** 501** 1,000
REL  .608** .574** 844** 1.000
METH .584** 521** 774** 842** 1.000
MATR  .569%* 531** 796%* 857** 830** 1.000
ADMIN .264%* 266%* 348** 365%* 479%* 492%* 1,000
O Daily .971%* 976%* _606** .606%* .565%* .564%* 272%* 1000
O_All  .619** .587** 804%* 028** 0D3%* 934** 580%* GI8** [ (00

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level or less).

administration variable. The positive
correlation coefficient indicates that
the change in one variable implies a
similar change in the direction of the
other variable. As far as the value and
magnitude of the correlation is con-
cerned, we will consider that values
above or equal to 0.5 indicate rela-
tively moderate to strong linear rela-
tion. There are several high
correlations, take for example, the
relation between D_Pres (.897) and
D_Cont suggests that the better the
trainer’s presentation skills, the richer
the content he/she could deliver dur-
ing sessions. This is also substantiated
in the relation between D_Cont and
O_Daily (.971) and also the relation
(.976) between D_Pres and O_Daily

(.976). The high correlations between
achievement of objectives and train-
ing relevancy (.844), training methods
(.774), and training material (.796)
means that the latter three variables
are strongly related to whether the
program will achieve its objectives.

One observation of interest is the
relatively high correlation (.618) be-
tween O_Daily and O_All This means
that there exists a relatively strong
relation, between the daily reaction
of the trainees with the presentation
and content on one hand, and overall
mean of the five variables of the final
evaluation the higher the former, the
higher the latter. This is to say that the
trainees’ overall reaction to the pro-
gram is not an isolated event that is
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developed and perceptually formed
on the last day of the training pro-
gram. It is a result of an accumulated
daily perception of the trainee that
leads to the final overall perception
and/or reaction. One can then refute
the notion that trainees tend to posi-
tively and quickly mark the items in
the final questionnaire, either because
they feel happy to have finished the
program, or rushing to leave in order
to cater for other pressing personal
needs. ‘

One surprising observation is the
impact of the training administrative
arrangements in forming trainees’ re-
action. The low correlation of the
training administration with the
D_Cont (.264), D_Pres (.266),
achievement of objectives (.348),
training relevancy (.365), methods
(.479), and materials (.492), means
that this variable although has a mod-
erate to strong relationship (.589) with
the O_All (i.e., overall five variables),
it does not have a strong relationship
with each of these variables taken
individually.

Having in mind the fact that in the
particular area researched the catering
services for these programs was pro-
vided by a five star hotel restaurant, in
a sea-view location, one may conclude
that the trainees tend to give great
importance to the quality of the pro-
gram’s other attributes (i.e., contents,

presentation, relevancy, methods, and
materials), rather than the catering
and facilities when forming their pro-
gram reactions.

Table (5) also reveals that the
correlation between the two daily
evaluation variables is high. A similar
conclusion with the five final evalua-
tion variables, with the exception of
ADMIN, is depicted. However, the
correlation coefficients between the
daily valuation variables and the final
evaluation variables were moderately
high (between .56 and .61, with the
exception of the ADMIN). This could
be explained by the previously men-
tioned "questionnaire limitation" and
trainee’s "memory limitation" effects.

As previously mentioned the main
objective of this study is to examine
the power of the predictability of the
daily evaluation variables in explain-
ing and predicting the five dimensional
factors and the final evaluation vari-
ables (OBJ, REL, METH, MATR
and ADMIN). Each of the dimen-
sional factors and the overall program
evaluation variable will be regressed
using the daily contents (D_Cont), the
daily presentation (D_Pres), time fac-
tor (Year), the dummy variables set
identifying the program nature (DA,
DA2, DA3), and the dummy variable
classifying the type of trainers (DBI,
DB2, DB3).
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The best set of regressions com-
mand of the MINITAB version 13
was used to identify the best three
models using one independent vari-
able, the best three models using two
independent variables. etc, until the
model that includes all independent
variables.

Among all themodels presented by
the above technique the best of all
possible regression models are identi-
fied using the R2, adjusted R2, sum of
squares of the residuals and the Mal-
low’s Cp Statistics. Best models were
chosen based on nearest Cp statistics
to the number of parameters included
in the estimated model, with the high-
est possible R2 and adjusted R2, and
with the lowest sum of squared resi-
duals.

As was indicated in Table (5) daily
contents (D_Cont) is highly corre-
lated with the daily presentation
(D_Pres). To minimize the effect of
multi collinearity between these two
independent variables, step-wise re-
gression was also used in estimating
the best possible models with 0.10sig-
nificant level (a) for entrance and
0.15significant level («) for removal.

Table (6) presents the result of the
regression models to explain and pre-
dict each of the overall final evaluation
(reaction) factors and the aggregate
overall final factor from the daily
attributes (i.e.,, D_Cont and D_Pres).

It also includes the mean of the daily
evaluation variables. As indicated
previously, the study included 185
observations (i.e., programs) and
14326 daily evaluations were averaged
over all participants, for all days with-
in each program to obtain 185 obser-
vations of the two daily evaluation
variables.

The Table presents the estimated
coefficients for each of the daily in-
dependent variable along with time
effect variable (YEAR), the set of
dummy variables to identify program
nature (DA1, DA2, DA3), and the set
of dummy variables to classify the
type of trainer in the program (DBI,
DB2, DB3), in addition to the con-
stant terms. Values within brackets
indicate the calculated t-value for each
of the estimated coeflicients. The value
of the standard error of the estimated
model (SEE) is also presented for each
of the seven estimated models, along
with the multiple correlation co-effi-
cient (R), the coefficient of Determi-
nation (R2), adjusted coefficient of
determination’s (adj-R2), and the va-
lue of Mallow’s Cp statistics.

Model (1) relates to the achieve-
ment of objectives (OBJ) based on the
collective means of participants re-
garding the daily contents (D_Cont)
and the daily presentation (D_Pres).
Using the best set of regression com-
mand and the step-wise regression (of
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the SPSS WIN version 10) the best
estimated model to predict OBJ is the
one presented by Model no. 1 in Table
(6), in which the two daily variables,
the constant term and the dummy
variables representing technical skill
programs are found to be significant
and effective. All independent and
dummy variables estimated para-
meters are significant at 0.05. The
model indicates that OBJ is explained
by 53.1% of D_Contand 41.4% of the
D_Pres, with a:137 negative contribu-
tion for the technical skill programs
compared to the other programs. This
means that a full point of satisfaction
with content leads to .531 increase in
satisfaction with OBJ, while a full
point of satisfaction with presentation
increases satisfaction with OBJ by
414, Further, satisfaction with OBJ
is decreased by .137 for the technical
skill programs. The multiple correla-
tion coefficient (R) is 0.618. The Cp
statistics was 3.4 which is less than the
total number of independent variables
plus the constant term (4-parameters),
and this indicates that the estimated
model is stable and significant. The
estimated model is also not affected by
multi-collinearity symptoms.

Model (2) estimates the training
relevancy (REL). The best estimated
model includes a constant term, the
daily contents variable (D_Cont) and
two dummy variables from the set of
nature of the programs (DAI and

DA2). The results clearly indicate that
D_Cont explains 96.2% of the
changes in REL. Knowledge base
(DA1) and technical skill programs
(DA?2) are negatively contributing to
that factor by 0.209 and 0.280 respec-
tively. Which means that a full point
of satisfaction with contents leads to
.962 increase in satisfaction with REL.
Further, satisfaction with REL is de-
creased by .209 for knowledge based
programs and .280 for technical skill
programs.

Model (3) depicts the training
method (METH). The estimated
model shows a similar set of indepen-
dent variables as in model (2), namely
D _Cont, DAI, and DA2 but with a
new dummy variable identifying the
trainers from Kuwaiti local banking
industry and with 94.6% contribution
from the daily content variable
(D_Cont).

Model (4) relates to the training
material (MATR). The best estimated
model for (MATR) involves the daily
contents variable (D_Cont), an effect
from technical skill type of programs
(DA2) and a time effect variable
(Year). Daily content contribute
(85.2%) to the estimated value of
MATR. DA2 contribute negatively
by 0.201 and time variable also con-
tribute negatively by 0.068. This is to
say that, a full point of satisfaction
with contents leads to .852 increase in
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satisfaction with MATR. In addition,
satisfaction with REL is decreased by
.201 for technical skill programs, and
by .068 for time variable.

An interesting observation is
found in model ¢5). It clearly indicates
that the training administrative ar-
rangements (ADMIN) is not suffi-
ciently explained by the two daily
independent variables (D_Cont and
D_Pres) along with the time and the
two sets of dummy variables. This
means that we cannot sufficiently pre-
dict or explain the changes in the
(ADMIN) by these variables.

In model (6), an attempt is made to
estimate the impact of the set of pre-
dictor variables on the five final eva-
luation variables combined (i.e.,
O_ALL). The estimates include the
effect of D _Cont, Year, DAL, and
DA2. With 78.4% contribution of
the daily content variable. This model
indicates that a full point of satisfac-
tion with contents leads to .784 in-
crease in satisfaction with O_ALL.

Finally, model (7) confirms what
the correlation analysis indicated. The
combined D_Presand D_Cont, thatis
the O_Daily, contributed 77% to
O_All with positive significant contri-
butions of .207 from programs with
the aim of promoting a behavioral
change in the participants (DA3),
and a negative contribution by time
variable (YEAR). This means that a

full point of satistaction in O_Daily
leads to .77 increase in satisfaction
with O _ALL and satisfaction is also
increased by .207 from programs aim-
ing to promote behavioral change in
the participants. Further, satisfaction
with O_ALL isdecreased by .056 from
the time variable.

Table (6) also presents the multiple
correlation coefficient (R) of the esti-
mated models. These estimates reveal
that (R) for each estimated model was
higher than the Pearson’s correlation
coefficient between each daily vari-
ables and the dependent variables.
Values of R were around 0.60 to 0.65
which means that there exists linear
correlation between each of the de-
pendent variables in these models and
the predicting variables. However, the
low values of R2 for these models were
because of the questionnaire limita-
tion effect” and the trainee’s memory
limitation effect’.

It is worth mentioning that in all
models presented in Table (6) the
contribution of the technical skill pro-
grams (DA2) and the knowledge-
based programs (DA 1) were negative
{even though minimally considering
its on a scale of 6 points). This could be
justified by the fact that the skill and
knowledge based programs (such as
credit analysis and technical analysis)
tend to be more difficult and demand-
ing compared to the programs pro-
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moting a behavioral changes in the
participants (such as time manage-
ment and negotiation skills). This
difficulty arises from the fact that these
types of program require more under-
standing of technical and banking
skills, in addition to more input of
quantitative skills (e.g., math, statis-
tics, and accounting). Further more,
these programs are offered in the
evening time since the banks tend not
to release technical employees during
morning working hours.

It is also obvious that the time
effect (Year) has a negative impact
on administration and training mate-
rial. This is due to the following:

The negative time impact on the
administration dimension is due to the
fact that in the last seven years, due to
budgetary constraints, the IBS has not
invested in training facilities, which
includes training halls, furniture,
equipment, and training aids (during
this period the total budget of the IBS,
which amounts to approximately $
3,000,000 p.a. increased only by 2%,
most of which was not directed to
training facilities).

In addition, the IBS is facing loca-
tion related problems, since it is lo-
cated in a narrow space in downtown
Kuwait City, with limited parking
space and facilities.

On the other hand, the negative
impact of time on the material dimen-

sion can be explained by the fact that
the IBS has adopted a more specia-
lized training strategy during that
period. In which further highly tech-
nical, specialized, programs were in-
troduced. These programs tend to be
more technical and banking skill or-
iented and demand the same quanti-
tative skills mentioned above.

Conclusion and Recommenda-
tions

This paper has developed and em-
pirically tested a training reaction
evaluation model in order to better
understand the mechanics of how a
trainee forms his/her reaction of a
training activity. "Two steps evalua-
tion" exercises are included in the
proposed model- daily and final eva-
luation. The variables of the daily
evaluation were relatively highly cor-
related with the final program attri-
butes, with the exception of the
program’s administrative arrange-
ment. This means that the trainees
overall reaction of a program is not
anisolated event that is developed and
perceptually formed on the last day of
the training program. It is a rational
(at least from the trainees’ point of
view) perception that is related to the
day-to-day events of the program (i.e.,
the daily content and speaker’s pre-
sentation skills).

The reliability analysis has shown
that the variables used from the final
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evaluation questionnaire are reliable
and consistent in forming each of the
four dimensional factors.

The daily content, daily presenta-
tion, a time effect variable, and two
sets of dummy variables, one related
to the nature of program and the other
related to the type of trainers, were
used in regression models to predict
the final evaluation factors (OBJ,
REL,METH,MATR,and ADMIN),
along with the overall final evaluation.

The regression analysis further
substantiated the above. The daily
program attributes were found to ex-
plain and predict the trainees’ reac-
tion. The final program evaluation
factors with the exception of the ad-
ministrative arrangement could also
explain the changes in the overall
trainees’ reaction. This means that
the way to achieve higher positive
trainees’ reaction is through better
presentation skills, training material,
methods, relevancy, and objectives.
Program administrative arrange-
ments is of lesser importance.

The research findings substantiated
the importance of daily evaluation in
achieving higher trainee satisfaction. Our
practical experience in the Institute of
Banking Studies also substantiated this
importance. The daily evaluation is a
mechanism to monitor the program events
on a daily basis and therefore overcome
any obstacle. Through daily evaluation a
training manager can monitor and im-
prove the contents of each session, encou-
rage the trainer to apply an effective

presentation approach, and improve the
trainee’s perception as it relates to the
content of the program, its relevancy,
administrative arrangement etc.

However, in order to better utilize
the daily evaluation and therefore pre-
dict trainee’s level of satisfaction of the
program (i.e., final evaluation), one
should base the daily evaluation ques-
tionnaire on more than two variables
and/or questions. On the other hand one
has to exercise caution in that increasing
the number of the questions in the daily
evaluation will impact the quality and
the trainee’s response rate. Further re-
search should investigate the optimal
number of session evaluation and the
contents of these questions.

Further research should also investi-
gate the effects of gender, trainee’s years of
experience, education background, subject
matter of the program, its duration and
timing on the overall program satisfaction.
In order to achieve this, the identity of the
trainee in the session and final evaluation
questionnaires should be revealed. How-
everthiscouldaffectthetrainee’sobjectivity
in answering the evaluation forms. To
overcome this difficulty, we recommend
the utilization of controlled experimental
research methodology.
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