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ABSTRACT

Evaluation of the Project Management Training Course @ IMS Health Canada

Yael Haviva Nisan

The purpose of the present thesis was to carry out an evaluation of the
Project Management training course at IMS Health Canada (Intercontinental
Medical Statistics). The evaluation methodology was based on Kirkpatrick’s Four-
Level Evaluation model (1975). It involved measuring participants’ reactions to
the training course (Level I), learning gains from the training (Level II) and
behavior change, regarding the degree to which participants applied what they
learned to their job performance (Level III). Evaluation data were gathered from
all past participants in the training using a survey form, interviews, and a focus
group, as well as through interviews with their supervisors and the training
instructor.

Participants, supervisors and the training instructor found the training to
be very basic in nature. It provided participants with a necessary project
management methodology and terminology, which assisted them in defining, and
to a lesser extent, planning projects. Data revealed that the Project Management
course should include future instruction on how to impiement IMS-type projects
and use a Project Management (PM) software, in order to enable participants to

carry out projects and manage project contingencies effectively.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Changes in the organization environment — the global, knowledge-based
economy, the information explosion, the advances in technology, the changes in
the workforce, and the evolving organizational architecture, all have resulted in
pressure on training departments to justify their costs in terms of improvement
in individual and organizational performance (Brown, 1998). These factors have
resulted in the demand for training evaluation that focuses on participants’
performance achievements and the return on investment (ROI) on training
expenditures for organizations as a whole.

“Evaluation is a discipline inquiry to gather facts and other evidence that
allow an evaluator to make assertions about the quality, effectiveness or value of
a program, a set of materials or some other object of the evaluation in order to
support decision making” (Cummings, 1998). Discipline inquiry means that an
evaluator must bring objective, quality evidence to the inquiry and draw
conclusions that lead to judgment of quality, effectiveness and value.

Argyris (1990) defines “single loop learning” as learning that leads to
changes in action to correct or improve a process or situation. “Double loop
learning” questions the definition of the problem itself and the underlying values,
norms, and assumptions that sustain the status quo. According to Argyris (1990),

evaluation can contribute to double loop learning about the underlying values,



norms, and assumptions that drive strategies and actions, as well as learning
about how to correct and improve practices and reengineer processes.

Training evaluation is a process involving definition of success criteria and
the collection and analysis of information to judge training success, followed by
recommendations for improvement (Moor & Seidner, 1998). Such
recommendations can reach beyond the training activity itself to affect change
and direct organizational improvement.

Training is intended to have an impact. Thus, it is important for the
training evaluator to understand what "training impact” means to the
stakeholders. The popular notion of training impact holds that training is, above
all, an instrument for improving employee as well as organizational performance
and effectiveness. Note that the emphasis is on performance, not simply on
gains in competencies. This is what Brinkerhoff (1987) has called the
“fundamental logic of training”. (See Figure 1 for an illustration of Brinkerhoff’s

model.)

Learning Application of new Performance
P intervention > g; P skills & knowiedge > > improvement (refined
on the job competencies)

——pImproved job results|___p! Business value

Figure 1. The logic of training (Brinkerhoff, 1987)

According to Brinkerhoff (1987), training is only one of the several means
to performance improvement and business results. Evaluation cannot prove that

training was beneficial unless it shows that the training solution fits the



performance needs, and that the training produces effective and efficient
contributions to the performance goals. This "requires a systematic view of
training as a process, not as an event” (Brinkerhoff, 1987). (See Figure 2.)
Input output input

— > Selected employees | > Employees who > To the organization

for training received training through improved
performance

ngre 2. The training process

Brinkerhoff (1987) recommends pursuing impact evaluation as a quality
management process. This implies evaluating the impact of training on learning
and performance through the use of impact evaluation strategies. Such
strategies include:
= Identifying the customers of the training program and determining their
needs and expectations in regards to the training program;

= Translating the needs into quality products and service specifications (e.g.
knowledge and skill specifications that need to be taught in the training to
achieve learning and on-the-job performance goals), and

s Using the specifications for the training design and production process.

Posavac and Carey (1992) propose a humber of different approaches to
evaluation in order to guide planning and implementation. They believe
evaluators should analyze and adopt multiple approaches that are useful for their
specific needs. The evaluators’ goals should be to help stakeholders find the
discrepancies between the programs outcomes and the needs and expectations

of its target population. This will show where the program needs to be improved.
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The main evaluation approaches posited by Posavac and Carey (1992) are
summarized as follows:

The Traditional Model is based on evaluators’ informal impressionistic self-
evaluation. Such evaluations tend to serve subjective needs and do not
challenge the program director and staff. This approach does not control for self-
bias and subjective evaluation.

The Social Science Research Model uses social science research methods
to evaluate programs and to determine their success. Following this method, two
groups are randomly selected - one receives the training and the other serves as
a control group. After the administration of the program, the group members are
observed and/or questioned on the appropriate dependent variable. Statistical
tests are then used to determine the degree of difference between the means of
the two groups. According to the Social Science Research Model reported by
Posavac and Carey (1992), if the difference is statistically significant the program
is considered successful. However, in this context if there are no significant
differences, it does not imply that the prégram failed, but merely that the
evaluator cannot conclude that the means are significantly different. This
approach introduces a degree of rigor and objectivity to program evaluation, but
has the potential for misuse in certain settings. It is important to note that a
simple statistical significance does not imply that there is a significant difference
between means. Other factors such as sample size, level of significance,

directionality and effect size must be considered.



Goal Based Evaluation emphasizes the evaluators’ role in stating the
programs’ goals and objectives clearly, and then measuring the degree to which
they are achieved after the program is completed. This approach may cause
evaluators to focus solely on the goals and neglect to examine why the program
succeeds or fails.

Goal Free Evaluation suggests that evaluators do not know the stated
goals of the program so they do not focus on information that may support
them. Evaluators study the program, the staff, the clients, the setting, and the
records, to identify which factors had an impact on the program. Later, the
program staff evaluates whether these findings are compatible with the
program’s goals. This model may cause the evaluator to lose focus on what
he/she is evaluating.

Black Box Evaluation advocates the examination of the program’s outputs,
without considering its internal operations. This approach is useful when
examining manufactured objects, but not for examining social and/or educational
programs for which the evaluation is expected to lead to program improvement.

Fiscal Evaluation compares the financial investment needed for a program,
with the return on that investment (ROI). This approach is useful only when a
change caused by a program can be measured in terms of its effect on the
amount of money earned by the organization.

The Accountability Model ensures that sufficient funding is provided to run

a program for its intended target population. Although the evaluator seeks to



make the program more effective, the primary mission is to assure that there are

enough resources to support it.

The Expert Opinion Model advocates having experts examine the program

and rendering judgment about its quality. This approach is especially useful

when the entity being evaluated is large, complex, and unique, and when it is

difficult to produce a set of numbers indicating the quality of a program.

The Naturalistic Model is a qualitative evaluation that seeks to render rich

information about the program’s effectiveness. The evaluator collects data about

the program and its stakeholders with no preconceived ideas about them, and

then writes a lengthy report describing them.

Greene (1994) offers a descriptive categorization of four major paradigms

for program evaluation:

Table 1

Major Approaches to Program Evaluation (Greene, 1994)

Philosophical Ideological . - Key audlences Preferred Typical
framework framework/key : methods evaluation
value promoted - questions
Postpositivism System High-level Quantitative: Are desired
theory/efficiency, policy and experiments outcomes
accountability, decision and quasi- attained and
theoretical causal makers. experiments, attributable to
knowledge. systems the program?
analysis, causal Is this program
modeling, cost- the most
benefit efficient
analysis. alternative?




Philosophical  Ideological Key audiences Preferred Typical
framework framework/key methods evaluation
value promoted questions
Pragmatism Management/ Mid-level Eclectic, mixed: Which parts of
Practicality, program structured and the program
quality control, managers, unstructured work well and
utility. administrators, surveys, which need
and other Questionnaires, improvement?
decision- interviews, How effective
makers. observations. is the program
with respect to
the
organization’s
goals? With
respect to
beneficiaries’
needs?
Interpretivism Pluralism/ Program Qualitative: How do various
Understanding, directors, staff case studies, stakeholders
diversity, and interviews, experience the
solidarity. beneficiaries.  observations, program?
document
review.
Critical Emancipation/ Program Participatory: In what ways
normative Empowerment, beneficiaries, stakeholders are the
science social change. their participation in  premises, goals
communities, varied or activities of
other structured and the program
“powerless” unstructured, serving to
groups. quantitative maintain power
and qualitative  and resources
designs and inequities in
methods; the society?
historical
analysis, social
criticism.

The first framework (Postpositivism) represents the historical dominant

tradition to program evaluation. The essential questions in this framework are

oriented around the macro policy issues of program effectiveness and efficiency.




Greene sees the second framework (Pragmatism) largely as a response to the
failure of experimental science to provide decision-makers with useful
information as to the value of the program. It aims at providing decision-makers
and managers with information that matches their practical needs.
Interpretivism, the third framework, promotes a pluralistic value orientation and
relies heavily on qualitative methods. This approach seeks to enhance
contextualized understanding of the program. The Critical approach represents
the more normative turn in social science. It seeks to illustrate the historical,
structural and value basis of social phenomena and influence political and social
change.

While the various evaluation models and paradigms above serve a variety
of purposes, currently one of the most widely utilized evaluation model in the
field of corporate training is based on the work of Donald Kirkpatrick. The four
evaluation steps he proposed in a series of articles in 7he Journal of the
American Society for Training and Developmentin 1959 came to be known as
Kirkpatrick’s Four Levels of Evaluation (Kirkpatrick, 1975). Over the years this
work has become the de facto model for evaluating corporate training and is
divided into four “Levels” for assessing program effectiveness.

Level I of the Kirkpatrick Model! is Reaction. As the word implies,
evaluation at this level measures how those who participate in the program react
to its various aspects, i.e. how they feel about it. This level is often measured

with attitude questionnaires that are distributed immediately after most training



classes. They measure one thing: the participants’ perceptions (reactions,
feelings) of the training program. Participants might be asked how well they liked
the instructor's presentation techniques, the program design, content and how
completely the topics were covered, how valuable they perceived each module of
the program, or the relevance of the program content to their specific job. They
might also be asked how they plan to use their new skills back on the job. If the
training program fails to satisfy their needs, a determination should be made as
to whether it is the fault of the program design or delivery.

According to Kirkpatrick (1996), it is important to measure participants’
reaction in an organized fashion using questions that can be tabulated and
quantified, and written comment sheets designed to obtain the desired reaction.
In addition, this is important because management often makes decisions about
training based on participants’ comments.

This level I of the model is not a measure of any learning that took place
during the training. Nor is it an indication of the training's return on investment
as it does not measure what new skills participants have acquired or if what they
have learned will transfer back to their working environments. This has caused
some evaluators to downplay its vaiue. However, the interest, attention and
motivation of the participants are critical to the success of any training program.
People learn better when they react positively to the learning environment
(Kirkpatrick, 1996). The more favorable the reactions to a program, the more

likely trainees are to pay attention and learn the principles, facts and techniques



discussed.

Level II of the Kirkpatrick Model assesses Learning gains. This can be
defined as the extent to which participants change attitudes, improve knowledge,
and increase skills as a result of attending a training program. It addresses the
question: did participants learn anything? what principles, facts, techniques
and/or skills were understood and absorbed by the participants (Kirkpatrick,
1996)? The learning evaluation requires post-testing to ascertain what
knowledge and skills were learned during the training. If this is not feasible,
other evaluation tools and techniques may be implemented. The post-testing
should be combined with pre-testing, so that the evaluator can differentiate
between what participants already knew prior to training and what they actually
learned during the training program. If possible, Kirkpatrick recommends using a
control group. All tests must cover the entire course material.

Measuring the learning that takes place in a training program is important
in order to validate the learning objectives. However, though it might indicate
whether a program's instructional methods are effective or ineffective, it will not
prove if the newly acquired knowiedge and skills will be used in the working
environment.

Level III of the model measures participant Behavior. This level is defined
as the extent to which a change in behavior has occurred because the
participants attended the training program. It is commonly referred to as

“transfer of training” (Kirkpatrick, 1996). It determines if a behavior change has
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occurred by answering the question: do people use/apply their newly acquired
knowledge and skills on the job? According to Kirkpatrick (1996a), for a change
in behavior to occur, four conditions are necessary:

1. the person must have a desire to change;

2. the person must know what to do and how to make a change;

3. the person must work in the right work climate, and

4. the person must be rewarded for changing.

This level of evaluation involves testing participants’ capabilities to perform/apply
learned knowledge and skills on the job. Level III evaluations can be performed
formally (testing) or informally (observation, surveys, interviews, and/or focus
groups).

It is important to measure behavior because the primary purpose of
training is to improve performance by changing behavior. New learning is of no
value to an organization unless the participants actually use the new knowledge
and skills in their work activities. Since Level III measurements must take place
after participants have returned to their jobs, the actual assessments will
typically utilize someone directly involved with the learner, such as a supervisor.
Although it takes a greater effort to collect this data than it does to collect data
during training, its value is important to the training department and
organization. Behavioral data provide insight into the transfer of learning from
the classroom to the work environment, and the barriers encountered when

attempting to implement the new techniques learned in the program into the
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work place.

Level IV of the model assesses final Results incurred from training. It
measures the training effectiveness, and answers the questions of: what impact
has the training achieved and is it working and yielding value for the
organization? This broad category is concerned with the impact of the program
on the wider organizational community. These impacts can incorporate
monetary, efficiency, morale and teamwork changes, etc. In a Level IV
evaluation, the evaluator expands his/her thinking beyond the impact on the
participants who participated in the training program and begins to ask what
happens to the organization as a result of the training efforts.

Collecting, organizing and analyzing Level IV information can be difficult,
time-consuming and more costly than the other three levels, but the results are
often worthwhile when viewed in the full context of its value to the organization.

Table 2 summarizes Kirkpatrick’s Evaluation Model:

Table 2

Kirkpatrick’s Evaluation Model

Evaluation level Purpose Data collection
instruments
Level I - Reaction Obtain participants’ input on | Survey form,

the training course content, Interview,
approach, instruction, and Focus group.
outcome of the instruction.

Level II - Learning Measure the amount of Pre - & post-test,
learning. Survey form,
I.e. What participants can do | Interview,
Focus group.

12




Evaluation level Purpose ‘Data collection
instruments
Level III — Behavior Measure the learning that Observation,
has been transferred to the Survey form,
job, the change in the Interview,
behavior as a result of Focus group,
training. Pre - & post-test.
I.e. What participants do do.
Level IV — Resuits Measure the course results, | Survey form,
impact on the organization. Interview,
Focus group,
Documents.

As we move through the model from Level I to Level 1V, the evaluation
process becomes more difficult, time-consuming and expensive, aithough it
provides information that is of increasingly significant value (Kirkpatrick, 1996).
Perhaps the most frequently used measurement is Level I because it is the
easiest to implement. However, it provides the least valuable data. Measuring
results that affect the organization is more difficult and is conducted less
frequently, yet yields the most valuable information - whether or not the
organization is receiving a return on its training investment. According to
Kirkpatrick (1996), it is important to understand all four levels, and that there are
no easy answers for knowing how to measure resuits. Each level should be used
to provide a cross set of data for measuring training programs.

Brown (1998) states that evaluators must respond to the new
requirements of the organization by implementing all these concepts and
evaluating them at multiple levels. The data from Kirkpatrick’s Level I is still
needed to get feedback on the participants’ perceptions of the experience. These

data can directly give information for improvement and focus on satisfying the
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most visible customer. However, Kirkpatrick’s Level III evaluation, which
measures the performance of the participant, is important to both participants
and their organization. It tells them not only if the training was effective, but also
if the training provided an appropriate response to the business problem being
addressed.

Kirkpatrick’s Level II evaluation (Learning) has probably become less
important in today's organizational environment. In the organizational context,
learning usually means application of skills and on-the-job performance. When
new software is to be learned, it means that employees need to use it.
Employees are expected to do something with the knowledge acquired in
training.

According to Brown (1998), Kirkpatrick’s Level III (Behavior) and Level IV
(Results) along with Return On Investment (ROI) (which can be viewed as the
ultimate impact, or an additional level of évaluation), are the levels upon which
today's organizations have focused. However, most evaluators have done a poor
job of measuring these types of results, by doing Level II evaluations, and
utilizing tests or certifications as the measurements. Research data show that
most evaluations are performed at Level 1. In the American Society for Training
and Development’s benchmarking report (ASTD, 1996), it was reported that 92
percent of courses were evaluated at Level I. The percentages then decreased,
34 percent at Level II, 11 percent at Level III, and 2 percent at Level IV. In a

survey reported by Linkage Incorporated, (AME Newsletter, 1996), the
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differences are smaller. Only 42 percent of responding companies perform Level
I evaluation, 43 percent Level II, 34 percent Level III, and 16 percent Level IV.
It is evident that evaluation of any kind is not universally carried out, even
though there is a need to justify training.

In a meta-analysis of previous training studies, Alliger and Janak (1989)
examine the correlation among the four levels of training effectiveness.
Traditionally, researchers and trainers assume that there is a hierarchical causal
relationship among the four levels. However, Alliger and Janak found virtually no
relationship between participants’ reactions and the other levels, though slightly
higher correlation among the other levels. Mathieu, Tennenbaum and Salas
(1990) reported a significant relationship between learning and performance on
the job following the training. They also found that trainee motivation was
positively related to learning among individuals who had a positive reaction to
the training.

Alliger and Janak (1989) propose an alternative model of causality among
Kirkpatrick's four levels of evaluation (See Figure 3). Their model shows that
reaction may not cause learning. However, among learning, behavior and results
there are some causal links. Learning often relates to behavior since in some
cases learning concepts or facts affects the behavior. Moreover, behaviors may
cause results, and results are important to the maintenance of behaviors, since

people tend to continue forms of behavior that are perceived as effective.
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The hierarchical model The alternative model
Results ReTsults <+
Behzvior Behavior
LeaIning LeI'ning—
Reattion Reaction

Figure 3. The hierarchical & alternative evaluation model (Alliger & Janak, 1989)

Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) support Alliger and Janaks’ (1989) claims
that studies fail to support the direct causal relationship among the four
evaluation levels offered by Kirkpatrick. In particular, participants’ learning,
though appearing to be a necessity, is not a sufficient prerequisite for their on-
the-job behavior change. Furthermore, reactions to training do not appear to be
directly related to the other criteria (Learning, Behavior and Results). In other
words, to like the training program does not imply learning its content. Further
research could examine whether participant reactions that focus on the utility or
applicability of training are related to any of the other effectiveness criteria of
Kirkpatrick.

Holton (1996) also critiques Kirkpatrick’s four level model. He claims that
the model is too simple, and that it is a taxonomy, a classification scheme rather
than a model. Holton proposes his own conceptual evaluation model that

measures participants’ learning, individual performance and organizational
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results. These are defined respectively as: “achievement of the learning
outcomes...change in individual performance as a result of the learning being
applied on the job, and results at the organizational level as a consequence of
the change in individual performance” (Holton, 1996).

Holton’s model assumes that there are three primary influences on
learning: participant reactions, motivation to learn and ability. Learning is
expected to lead to individual performance change, only when the participant is
motivated to transfer the behavior change, has the ability to do so, and the

proper environmental conditions are present. This model is outlined in Figure 4.

Secondary influences on learning outcomes

Motivational elements Environmental elements
Outcomes
measured | Learning —®| Individual perfformance =[] Organizational results
in the
evaluation

?

Ability/enabling elements

Secondary influences on performance outcomes

Figure 4. Conceptual evaluation model (Holton, 1998)

Phillips (1998) claims that evaluation must go beyond the four levels, and
thus revised the Kirkpatrick evaluation model. Phillip’s primary change is in the
addition of a fifth level, which focuses on measuring the program Return On

Investment (ROI). The other four levels of the model are slightly modified to
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“increase its likelihood of success” (Phillips, 1998). Table 3 illustrates the
comparison between Kirkpatrick’s (1975) Levels and Phillip’s (1998) Levels.
Table 3

Kirkpatrick’s Model vs. Phillip’s Mode!

Kirkpatrick's levels Phillip’s levels
1. Reaction 1. Reaction and planned action
2. Learning 2. Learning
3. Behavior 3. Job application
4. Results 4. Business resuits
5. Return On Investment (ROI)

Perez (1999) is a strong advocate of the notion that training is not the
only factor affecting learning and behavior on the job following training. An
individual’s degree of learning and performance may be affected by factors other
than the training program. For example, participants may not have the authority
and/or tools to perform on the job what they learned in training. There may be a
problem with the organization’s management rather than the training program,
which causes a lack of learning and/or knowledge application. Therefore, the
evaluator must take into account situations seemingly unrelated to training, yet
impacting upon its effectiveness.

One way to account for external factors when engaging in evaluation is to
employ specific strategies that determine the amount of output performance
directly related to the training program. This will consequently increase the
accuracy and credibility of the evaluation results (Phillips, 1998). Such strategies

could include the incorporation of:
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A control group arrangement to isolate training impact. With this strategy,
one group receives training while another similar group does not. The
difference in performance of the two groups is attributed to the training
program.

Trend lines to project the specific output variables if training had not been
undertaken. The projection is then compared to the actual data gathered
after training and the difference represents the estimated impact of training.
Forecasting models to predict the output variable if no training was
conducted. Then, the actual performance of that variable is compared with
the forecasted value to estimate the impact of training.

Superiors of participants that provide estimates or “adjustments” to reflect
the portion of participants’ improvement related to the training program.
Experts to provide estimates of the impact of training on the performance
variable based on their previous experience. These experts must be familiar
with the type of training and the specific situation.

Subordinates of participants to identify changes in the work climate that could
influence the output variables (results) of training. They can then determine if
other variables, which could have influenced output performance, changed in
the work climate. This will help isolate the effect of training rather than other
variables in the work climate on the participants’ behavior at work.

Other influencing factors such as participants’ motivation and ability to learn

and transfer behavior change. These should be identified and their impact
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estimated or calculated, leaving the remaining unexplained improvement
attributed to training.
= Customers to provide input on the extent to which training has influenced
their desire to use the products or services offered by participants.
Project Management Training
One type of training program that has become popular in recent years,
and therefore is being evaluated with increasing frequency, is Project
Management (PM). The Project Management Institute (Duncan, 1996) defines
Project Management as “the application of knowledge, skills, tools, and
techniques to project activities in order to meet or exceed stakeholder needs and
expectations from a project. Meeting or exceeding stakeholders needs and
expectations invariably involves balancing competing demands among:
= Scope, time, cost and quality;
s Stakeholders with different needs and expectations, and
s Identified requirements (needs) and unidentified (expectations)
requirements”.
According to Duncan (1996) the Project Management knowledge areas
include:
= Project integration management;
= Project scope management;
s Project time management;

s Project cost management;
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= Project quality management;
= Project human resources management;
= Project communication management;
= Project risk management, and
= Project procurement management.
Project Management operates in an environment broader than the project
itself. In order to manage a project successfully, members of the project team
must have basic knowledge about the following aspects of the project (Duncan,

1996):

Project phases and the project life cycle;
s Project stakeholders;

s Organizational influences;

= Key general management skills, and

s Sociological influences.

Project phases and life cycle: Projects are usually divided into phases to
ease the management process and provide links to the organizations operations.
Each phase is marked by completion of a deliverable, i.e. a tangible, work
product. Collectively, the project phases are called the project life cycle. The
project life cycle defines the beginning and end of a project, and how it will be
transferred to the organization’s operation. The Project Management team must
be aware of the project phases and life cycle to ensure that they are

implemented successfully.
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The stages of a project life cycle according to Morris (1981) are:
Stage I: Feasibility — project formulation, feasibility studies and strategy, design
and approval.
Stage II: Planning and Design — base design, cost and schedule, contract terms
and contributions, and detailed planning.
Stage III: Production — manufacturing, delivery, civil works, installation, and
testing.
Stage IV: Turnover and Startup — final testing and maintenance.

Figure 5 illustrates Morris’ cycle.

instaliation " ull operation

substantially
complete

ﬁ

Project GO
decision

y

H
§

Stagel Stagell StageIII  Stage IV

Figure 5. Project life cycle (Morris, 1981)

“Project stakeholders are individuals and organizations who are actively
involved in a project and whose interest may be positively or negatively affected
as a result of project execution or successful project completion” (Duncan,

1996). The Project Management team must identify the project stakeholders,
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determine their needs and expectations, and then manage and influence these
expectations to ensure a successful project.
Projects are typically part of an organization larger than the project —
corporations, government agencies, professional associations and others. These
organizational structures are likely to influence the project. The Project
Management team must be aware of how the organization’s systems affect the
project.
“General management skills provide much of the foundation for building
project management skills” (Duncan, 1996). These skills are essentiai for
managing projects. Following are the key general management skilis identified by
Kotter (1990):
= Leading: involves establishing the direction and vision for the future, and
strategies needed to produce the desired changes. In addition, “leading”
involves aligning the people needed to achieve the vision, and communicating
to them the vision for change by words and actions. Leading also includes the
ability to motivate and inspire people to overcome barriers to change.

= Communicating: involves the exchange of information in a clear, complete
and unambiguous manner, so that the receiver receives it in its entirety and
understands it.

= Negotiating: involves conferring with others in order to come to terms or

reach an agreement. In the context of managing a project, negotiation may
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be regarding project scope, cost, schedule, objectives, assignments,
resources, contract terms and conditions, etc.

= Problem solving: involves a combination of problem definition and decision
making.

= Influencing the organization: involves the ability to “get things done”. It
requires understanding the structure of all the organizations involved in the
project. Influencing the organization also requires an understanding of the

mechanics of power and politics.

The purpose of the present project was to carry out an evaluation of the
Project Management training course at IMS Health Canada (Intercontinental
Medical Statistics). Over the last 6 years, IMS invested an annual cost of $58,514
in Project Management training. The company recognized that they need to
evaluate the training course and the evaluator offered to do so. Informal data
collection on behalf of upper management confirmed that employees are using
the skills acquired as a result of the Project Management training course. No
formal evaluation of the course was attempted prior to this time.

IMS Health Canada is an organization that collects, codifies and processes
information from physicians, pharmacies and hospitals on diagnoses, disease
patterns and treatments. The company delivers this information to
pharmaceutical companies, government departments, etc. IMS has branches in
91 countries and 2,600 employees. The IMS branch in Montreal has 230

employees and a smaller branch in Toronto has 70 employees.
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Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Evaluation model (1975) was used as a framework
for the current evaluation. The focus was on measuring participants Reactions,
Learning and Behavior. These encompass Levels I, II, and III of Kirkpatrick’s
model. Level I assessed participants’ learning expectations from the training, the
degree to which these expectations were met, the effectiveness of the training
objectives, instructional methods, training facilities and materials as well as
participants’ future needs in regards to project management. Level II focused on
assessing participants’ degree of project management learning in three main
areas: defining, planning and implementing a project. Level III assessed the

degree to which participants applied what they learned to their job.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Participants

Participants in the evaluation were 95 male and female employees, who
took the Project Management training course at IMS Health Canada over the last
6 years, 4 of their supervisors, and the training instructor. All participants have a
high school diploma and some have obtained graduate diplomas and/or masters
degrees. Participants in the first Project Management training course received a
Project Management software training following the course being evaluated.
Materials

The course evaluated in this project was the Project Management training
course given by IMS Health Canada. The course is a customized version of the
Kepner Tregoe Project Management training package (1989). The original Kepner
Tregoe package teaches technical and interpersonal skills which are considered
essential for successful project managing. The technical skills are taught to help
participants undergo three phases of Project Management: defining, planning
and implementing a project. The interpersonal skills are expected to be utilized
by participants as tools throughout the entire Project Management process. The
customized version of the training does not teach the interpersonal skills.

The first training session taught the original Kepner Tregoe Project

Management training package (1989) and was followed by Primavera PM



software training. From the second session on, the training used the customized
version of the Kepner Tregoe package. Initially, the training was offered to as
many employees as possible, who are or may be involved in a project team. The
purpose was to foster a common project management language among IMS
employees. It is still offered to interested employees from all functions of the
company, once or twice a year. The course consists of a two-day training and
takes place in IMS facilities in Montreal and Toronto. A maximum of 15
employees can register per course. There has yet to be any retraining of
employees who took the Project Management training course.
The customized version of the Project Management training course uses a
Participant’s Workbook (Newhouse, 1998) developed by the course instructor. It
teaches the three phases of Project Management:
= Phase one: Defining the project: Project titie - including time, cost and
performance; Project objectives; Work breakdown structure - activities and
sub-activities that have to be completed for the project to be finished; and
Resources requirements - skills/knowledge, facilities, equipment and
materials.

= Phase two: Planning the project: Assigning responsibilities; Sequencing
activities; and Scheduling.

= Phase three: Implementing the project: Launching the project; Monitoring;

Modeling; and Closing out.
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During the course, participants apply the skills they learn to a current
project and complete an “on-the-job action plan” sheet to track their progress.

In order to deliver the course, the instructor uses an Instructor Guide that
he designed. It outlines the events that will take place during the course, their
time span and the tasks to be performed by the instructor within each event. He
uses overheads and a flip chart to highlight key points throughout the course and
distributes handouts with practice exercises.

The learning objectives of the IMS Project Management training course, as
indicated in the Participant’s Workbook, are to have participants:

1. review the three main phases of Project Management;

2. apply the tools in each phase to one or more of their current on-the-job
projects, and

3. have a common language with other employees to plan, organize and
monitor on-the-job projects.

These objectives include learning basic knowledge, skills and techniques on how

to manage projects.

IMS also identified the foliowing employee competencies to be achieved
through the Project Management training course (Career Development Planning,
1998):
= Business/technical excellence. “Learning, applying and continuously updating

the business/technical knowledge and expertise relevant to one’s position;

staying on the learning edge by actively keeping abreast of developments at
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IMS and in the industry; and leveraging one’s knowledge to achieve
additional impact and to enhance the success of the organization”.
Teamwork. “Working cooperatively within a team and across teams to
achieve common goals and to optimize team performance, by actively
participating, encouraging and crediting the contributions of others, and
taking the initiative to resolve conflicts”.

Process orientation. “Defining and developing a process, seeking clarity and
order, checking quality, paying attention to details, and documenting work”.
Product conception and development. “Understanding client business
issues/processes and recognizing business opportunities that could be
fulfilled/created through the development of new products; applying product
development methodology to create, introduce and sustain profitable new

products and new services”.

Procedures

Initially, all 95 participants in the Project Management training received a

training evaluation Participant Survey Form (See Appendix A). A designated

administrator at IMS administered it to participants through inter-company mail,

accompanied by a cover letter written by the Vice President of Human Resources

explaining the purpose of the evaluation study, a request for their cooperation in

completing the survey and an assurance of their anonymity. Participants had

approximately two weeks to complete and return the survey forms to the

designated administrator at IMS. The surveys were curried to the evaluator.
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After the surveys were completed and returned, interviews were
conducted with 10 participants either face-to-face or by phone, to further
evaluate their degree of learning and on-the-job application of the concepts
taught in the Project Management training course. Telephone interviews were
utilized with participants from the Toronto branch. Participant Interview
Questions can be found in Appendix B.

Four direct supervisors of these participants were also contacted and
asked to participate in the evaluation study. They were interviewed regarding
their perceptions of the participants’ learning and behavior changes on the job
since attending the Project Management training. Supervisor Interview Questions
can be found in Appendix C.

Concurrent with these one-on-one interviews, the course instructor was
interviewed to elicit his reactions and perceptions of the Project Management
course. Questions for the instructor can be found in Appendix D.

Finally, one focus group was conducted with three participants to
determine the groups’ perception of the degree to which participants learned and
applied the training to job situations. Questions asked during the focus group can
be found in Appendix E.

All face-to-face interviews and the focus group were tape recorded with
the consent of the participants, supervisors and instructor.

In order to evaluate immediate Reaction results, the evaluator also

reviewed and analyzed data obtained from reaction sheets given to participants
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immediately after training took place. The results from these reaction sheets

were compared to participants’ responses to reaction questions included in the

current evaluation survey to determine if a change in the level of participant

satisfaction occurred.

Table 4 summarizes the data collection procedures:

Table 4

Data Collection Pr r

Evaluation Delivered to Rationale - Kirkpatrick's Type of data
tools = Evaluation
Level
measured
Participant Participants in  Determine degree I, II & III Reaction
survey form the PM training of satisfaction, Learning
course learning from Behavior change
training, and
transfer to the job.
Face-to-face & Participantsin Determine degree II &III Learning
telephone the PM training of learning from Behavior change
interviews course training, and
transfer to the job.
Supervisor Supervisors of II&III Learning
interview participants in Behavior change
the PM training
course
Instructor Instructor of O&II Learning
interview the PM training Behavior change
course
Focus group Participants in Determine the II&III Learning
the PM training group’s perception Behavior change
course of the degree to
which participants
learned and applied
the training to job
situations.
Document Evaluator Evaluate I Reaction
review participants’
reaction to training.
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Table 5 illustrates the chronology of the various activities that took place

during the course of this study.

Table 5

Project Timeline

Task May June

July

August

3[10] 27 [1{7]14]21

15 12 | 26

2116 |23

1. Thesis
proposal
development

**xk%k%% (5/11 - 5/27)

2. Thesis
proposal
revision

* (5/28 - 5/31)

3. IMS sign off
on project
timeline and
deliverables

May 28

4, Thesis
proposal
submission

* (5/31)

5. Develop
survey forms

**xx (5/24 - 5/27)

6. Refine survey
forms

* (5/28 - 5/31)

7. Approve
survey forms

* (5/31)

8. Thesis
proposal
approval

b2 22 22 22 2 4 (5/31 — 6/14)

9. Develop
interviews
questions

L2 3 2 2 3 (6/1 - 6/7)

10.Develop focus
groups
guestions

*kxkk (611 — 6/7)

11.Approve
interview
questions

L2 3 2 2 2 (5/31 -— 6/7)

12. Administer
survey forms

**xx* (6/15 - 6/22)
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Task

May

June

July

August

3] 10

27

171 14 | 21

15[ 12| 26

2| 16 |23

13.Collect survey
forms

* (6/22)

14.Conduct
interviews

% (6/14 - 6/21)

15.Conduct
focus groups

wex* (6/14 - 6/21)

16.Analyze data

Ak K AR kKK KK KK KK

(6/21 — 8/1)

17.Draw
conclusions &
recommend-
ations from
data analysis

*kxkxkik

(8/2 - 8/15)

18.Thesis
submission to
Concordia
university
Masters
Thesis
Committee

*

(8/18)

19.IMS
evaluation
report
development

kKK

(8/15 - 8/22)

20.IMS
evaluation
report
submitted

x

(8/23)

Criterion Measures

The 68 question Participant Survey focused on uncovering specific

outcomes and applications of the training (Appendix A). Included were questions

related to participants’ reaction to the training, their degree of learning and

transfer of knowledge and skills learned in the training to the job (Kirkpatrick’s

Evaluation Levels I, II and III). The survey consisted of 51 Likert-type questions
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rated on a five-choice (four-point) scale, from strongly agree to not applicable,
and 15 open-ended questions.

Interview questions focused on uncovering similar outcomes and
applications of the training as the survey form. All interview questions were semi-
structured and carried out as a dialogue. This flexibility and openness allowed
interviewees to raise their own questions and themes of interest. Participants’
Interviews consisted of 11 questions (See Appendix B). Supervisor Interviews
contained 10 questions (See Appendix C), and the Instructor Interview had 14
questions (See Appendix D).

The Participant Focus Group consisted of 13 questions. It invoived group
discussion of issues related to participants’ reaction to the training, their degree
of learning and transfer to the job of knowledge and skills learned in the training
(See Appendix E). The group discussion was facilitated using semi-structured
questions. The discussion was recorded on tape. The Vice President of Human
Resources and the Director of Project Management at IMS selected the
participants for the interviews and focus group to assure that participants were
from the company’s various functions and were willing to participate in the above
mentioned phases of the evaluation.

Data measured by these evaluation instruments may have been
influenced by factors other than the Project Management training course. Thus,

the survey form and interviews were designed to incorporate the following
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measurements that helped isolate the effect of the Project Management training

course being evaluated:

= Questions regarding participants’ degree of motivation and ability to learn
Project Management knowledge and skills.

= Questions regarding participants’ degree of motivation and ability to transfer
Project Management knowledge and skills to their job environment.

Data analysis

Data collected from the various instruments were initially coded (for
example, P1, P2, etc.) so as to track the various sources of information
(Lusthaus, 1999).

Responses to the Likert-type items on the Participant Survey Form were
sorted on a 4 (most positive) to 1 (least positive) basis. The response Not
Applicable (NA) received a score of 0. A mean, standard deviation and frequency
count for each question was then calculated.

Responses to the open-ended questions in the Participant Survey Form
were categorized by response-type and the frequency of each response-type was
reported. Responses to Participant, Supervisor and Instructor interview questions
as well as to the Focus Group questions were calculated in the same manner.
Instructor interview responses were reported as received, as there was only one

source of data for this measure.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Participant Surveys
Out of a total of 95 surveys delivered to participants in the Project

Management training, 64 were returned, yielding a response rate of 67%. The
data from these surveys indicate participants’ reaction to the training, their self-
assessment as to the impact of the training on their degree of learning in project
management and transfer of that learning to their job environment, i.e. their
behavior change due to training, as well as other related issues.

Participants’ replies to the closed-ended questions in the survey are shown
in Table 6. The percentages of replies are reported in Figure 6. Results
concerning participants’ reaction to the training convey that prior to the training
most participants (M=3.04) felt a need to improve their project management
knowledge and skills and expected the training to achieve their need (M=3.24).
In addition, participants (M=3.06) expected the training to improve their ability
to work within a project team. There was a slightly lower level of agreement
among participants (M= 2.75) that they in fact learned from training what they
expected to.

The majority of participants felt the objectives of the Project Management
training course were clear at the outset (M=3.01) and met during the course of

the training (M=2.92). There was a slightly lower level of agreemenf



Table 6

Reaction Scores: Percen

Question

Mean

Standard

1.

10.

11.

12,

Prior to attending the PM
training 1 felt the need to
improve my PM skills and
knowledge.

I expected the PM training to
improve my ability to work
within a project.

I expected the PM training to
improve my knowledge of the
PM methodology.

The PM training taught me the
skills I needed to learn.

The PM training taught me the
knowledge I needed to learn.
The course objectives were
clear to me.

The course objectives were
met.

The instructor used the most
effective methods for
maintaining interest and
teaching the desired knowledge
and skills.

The training facilities were
satisfactory.

The instructional materials used
during the training were well
selected and prepared.

1 feel my job requires further
PM training.

I feel my job requires more
knowledge on the use of PM
software.

2%

23%

31%

5%
5%
11%
8%

8%

9%

55

17%
23%

59%

67%

63%

5%%
67%
78%
70%

56%

81%

70%

31%

27%

11%

6%

6%

36%
28%
9%
16%

30%

9%

22%

44%

38%

27%

0%

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

2%

0%

0%

5%
5%

2%

3%

0%

0%
0%
2%
2%

2%

0%

0%

3%
8%

3.04

3.06

3.24

2.70
2.80
3.01
2.92

2.77

3.09

2.93

2.67

2.67

0.799

0.76

0.56

0.57
0.59
0.69
0.80

0.96

0.86

1.02

1.40

1.63

Note. All items measured on a four-point scale from 4 (most positive) to 1 (least
positive) and 0 (not applicable), thus, higher scores are more positive.
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Question ¢

Figure 6. Percentages of Replies: Reaction Questions

38




(M=2.77) that the instructional methods employed by the training instructor
were good. Most agreed that the training facilities and materials were adequate
(M=3.09 and M=2.93 respectively).

When asked about a need for further project management training, thirty-
one participants of sixty-four (M=2.67) felt their jobs required them to participate
in such training, thirty-one (48%) disagreed, while two (3%) said this was not
applicable to their situation. Thirty-two participants (M=2.67) felt that such
training should teach how to use a PM software, twenty-seven (42%) disagreed
and five (8%) claimed this did not apply to them.

Section B and C of the survey forms attempted to assess participants’
specific learning of the project management knowledge and skills taught during
training and its application to their job. Table 7 presents the results from the
closed-ended questions in section B of the survey regarding participants learning
from the training. The percentages of these replies are presented in Figure 7.
Questions 1-4 focus on defining a project, questions 5-10 on planning a project
and questions 11-16 on implementing a project.

Data from section B reveal that most participants (questions 1-4 M=2.71)
learned how to define a project. This includes learning how to define a project
statement (M=2.85), objectives (M=2.67), tasks (M=2.79) and the roles required

to perform these tasks (M=2.53).
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Table 7

Learnin res: Percen

Question

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Definition

1. I know how to define a clear
project statement, with
measurable start/end points
and business outcomes.

2. I know how to define
measurable objectives and
criteria for project success.

3. I know how to break a project
into specific activities (tasks)
with clear begin/end points and
well-defined
outcomes/deliverables (WBS).

4. I know how to define and
identify roles/competencies
required to perform activities.

Total

Planing
5. I know how to identify and

secure the right people within
the organization that match the
required roles/competencies.

6. 1 can accurately estimate the
effort required by resources to
complete activities.

7. 1 know how to optimize the
amount of effort and number of
resources to meet deadlines.

8. I know how to optimize the
sequence of activities in order
to balance resource utilization
(availability), in compliance with
deadlines and overall cost.

9. I know how to define special
activities in order to minimize
identified risks and/or to
minimize their impact.

10. I can clearly define and
communicate the project
organization structure,
membership within the project
team, and clear roles and
responsibilities for all
participants.

14%

6%

13%

2%

3%

0%

5%

5%

3%

9%

73%

73%

69%

70%

48%

45%

41%

39%

45%

63%

16%

30%

41%

44%

38%

30%

16%

0%

0%

0%

6%

3%

2%

0%

0%

8%

9%

11%

8%

8%

13%

14%

11%

2.85

2.67

2.79

2.53

2.71

2.31

2.33

2.40

2.35

2.37

2.71

0.964

0.960

0.945

0.947

0.009

1.081

2.983

1.079

1.246

1.355

1.396
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Question

Mean

Standard

Total

Implementation
11. I know how to schedule, plan

and conduct productive
meetings with clear objectives
and the right participation,
which result in clear
actions/decisions.

12. I know how to consistently
document and communicate
outstanding issues, decisions,
action items and their impact on
the project's
objectives/deliverables, cost
and time constraints.

13. I know how to track progresses
against the plan, identify
deviations and formulate
corrective actions on a weekly
basis.

14. I know how to use Project
Management software to
maintain up to date, the base
plan and subsequent
modifications in order to
establish on a weekly basis
estimated completion dates and
costs.

15. I know how to effectively
balance intensity of efforts,
amount of overtime and
adherence to deadlines, while
maintaining a healthy team
morale, a positive team spirit
and avoiding burn-out of
individuals throughout the
project life cycle.

16. I know how to conduct
productive and useful projects
review sessions to gather
lessons learned and best
practices to be leveraged in
future projects.

Total

General

17. I feel that I learned what the
program intended to teach.

18. I feel I remember what I
learned in the course.

3%

5%

2%

2%

6%
6%

64%

58%

53%

11%

27%

50%

66%

53%

17%

23%

25%

48%

48%

27%

23%

31%

0%

0%

0%

22%

2%

2%

0%

3%

8%

8%

14%

11%

16%

14%

3%

2%

241

2.76

2.71

2.50

1.95

2.15

2.47

2.42

2.94

2.86

0.167

1.385

1.493

1.720

1.817

1.941

2.028

0.251

1.923
2.051
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Question SA A D SD -NA Mean Standard
. Deviati

19. During the training program I 6% 45% 38% 3% 6% 2.68 2.260
had opportunities to practice
the training on the job.

20. During the training program I 13% 73% 9% 0% 2% 3.25 2.229
was motivated to leam the PM
knowledge and skills taught.

Note. All items measured on a four-point scale from 4 (most positive) to 1 (least
positive) and 0 (not applicable), thus, higher scores are more positive.
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Figure 7. Percentages of Replies: Learning Questions
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There was a slightly lower level of agreement (questions 5-10 M=241)
regarding participants’ learning of how to plan a project. A small majority
(M=2.31) learned how to identify the appropriate people to serve on a project’s
team. A little less than half learned how to estimate the amount of effort
required to complete project tasks (M=2.33) and optimize it if necessary
(M=2.40), optimize the sequence of activities to balance resource utilization to
meet a project's deadline (M=2.35) and plan for risks that may arise in the
process of a project (M=2.37). Yet, most participants (M=2.71) learned how to
clearly define and communicate the structure of a project including the roles of
its members.

Responses varied with respect to learning how to implement a project,
(questions 11-16 M=2.42). Most participants stated that they learned how to
schedule plan and conduct project meetings (M=2.76), document and
communicate issues that arise in the course of a project (M=2.71), track the
progress of a project against its plan as well as formulate corrective actions
(M=2.50) and conduct productive project reviews for purposes of improvement
(M=2.47). However, most participants (M=1.95) did not learn how to use a PM
software and half (M=2.15) did not learn how to effectively balance the effort of
a project while maintaining a positive team moral.

Overall, participants learned from the training what it intended to teach
(M=2.94) and remembered its content (M=2.86). Forty-two (M=2.48) iearned

how to apply the project management skills to their jobs. A little over half of the



participants (M=2.68) agreed to have practiced what they learned in the course
of the training. Most (M=3.25) claimed that during the training they were
motivated to learn about project management.

Table 8 presents the results from the closed-ended questions in section C
of the survey regarding participants’ application of what they learned to their job.
The percentages of replies are presented in Figure 8.

Replies in section C indicate that most participants (questions 1-4
M=2.23) applied the knowledge of how to define a project. They defined a
project’s statement (M=2.25), objectives (M=2.32), tasks (M=2.29) and roles
(M=2.06). However, knowledge of how to plan and implement a project was
applied to a lesser degree to participants’ jobs (questions 5-10 M=2.02;
questions 11-16 M=2.03). A small majority (M=2.03) said they applied the
knowledge of how to plan a project, which includes identifying project team
members. About half claimed to have estimated a project’s resources (M=2.08)
and optimized them to meet deadlines (M=1.91). There was a lower level of
application (M=1.88) of the knowledge of how to optimize the sequence of
activities to balance resource utilization and half (M=2.15) claimed to have
planned project risks as a result of the training. Forty-six participants (M=2.05)
felt they clearly defined and communicated a project's structure.

As to implementation skills, most participants (M=2.33) applied the
knowledge of how to schedule, plan and conduct productive meetings to their

job. Fewer documented and communicated projects’ issues consistently
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Table 8

A

lication res: Percen

Mean

n

Question

- NA Mean

Standard

Definition

1.

I apply my knowledge of how to
define a clear project
statement, with measurable
start/end points and business
outcomes.

1 apply my knowledge of how to
define measurable objectives
and criteria for project success.
I apply my knowledge of how to
break a project into specific
activities (tasks) with clear
begin/end points and well-
defined outcomes/deliverabies
(WBS).

I apply my knowledge of how to
identify roles/competencies
required to perform activities.

Total

Planing

5.

I apply my knowledge of how to
identify and secure the right
people within the organization
that match the required
roles/competencies.

I apply my knowledge of how to
accurately estimate the effort
required by resources to
complete activities.

I apply my knowledge of how to
optimize the amount of effort
and number of resources to
meet deadlines.

I apply my knowledge of how to
optimize the sequence of
activities in order to balance
resource utilization (availability),
in compliance with deadlines
and overall cost.

I apply my knowledge of how to
define special activities in order
to minimize identified risks
and/or to minimize their impact.

13%

6%

13%

3%

3%

0%

5%

5%

3%

72%

73%

67%

63%

48%

45%

41%

42%

45%

8%

9%

19%

30%

39%

141%

33%

30%

0%

0%

0%

5%

2%

2%

0%

0%

13%

13%

9%

13%

13%

11%

11%

14%

14%

2.25

2.32

2.29

2.06

2.23

2.03

2.08

191

1.88

2.15

1.425

1.388

1.323

1.412

0.045

1.378

1.382

1.510

1.603

1.603

46



Question

i
HE
i

Mean

- Standard

10.

I apply my knowledge of how to
clearly define and communicate
the project organization
structure, membership within
the project team, and clear
roles and responsibilities for all
participants.

Total

mplementati

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

I apply my knowledge of how to
schedule, plan and conduct
productive meetings with clear
objectives and the right
participation, which result in
clear actions/decisions.

I apply my knowledge of how to
consistently document and
communicate outstanding
issues, decisions, action items
and their impact on the
project's
objectives/deliverables, cost
and time constraints.

I apply my knowledge of how to
track progresses against the
plan, identify deviations and
formulate corrective actions on
a weekly basis.

I apply my knowledge of how to
use Project Management
software to maintain up to date,
the base plan and subsequent
modifications in order to
establish on a weekly basis
estimated completion dates and
costs.

I apply my knowledge of how to
effectively balance intensity of
efforts, amount of overtime and
adherence to deadlines, while
maintaining a heaithy team
morale, a positive team spirit
and avoiding burn-out of
individuals throughout the
project life cycle.

5%

6%

3%

5%

2%

63%

66%

56%

56%

13%

28%

14%

16%

23%

20%

47%

45%

0%

0%

20%

2%

13%

9%

16%

13%

19%

2.05

2.02

2.33

2.37

2.01

1.54

1.89

1.765

0.148

1.767

1.815

1.993

2.045

2.190
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Question

o NA;. Mean

Standard

16. I apply my knowiedge of how to
conduct productive and useful
projects review sessions to
gather lessons learned and best
practices to be leveraged in
future projects.

Total

General

17. After the training I was
motivated to transfer the PM
knowledge and skills I learned
to my job.

18. The training taught me the
manner in which to apply the
new PM knowledge and skills on
the job.

19. The conditions in my work
environment provide me with
the opportunity to transfer the
PM knowledge and skills I
learned during training.

2%

8%

6%

8%

50%

66%

59%

44%

25%

19%

25%

34%

2%

0%

2%

3%

16%

6%

5%

201

2.03

2.65

2.48

2.33

2.281

0.201

2.298

2.340

2.557

Note. All items measured on a four-point scale from 4 (most positive) to 1 (least
positive) and 0 (not applicable), thus, higher scores are more positive.
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BSA
BA
ab
oso
EBNA

Reply

11 |12 |13 |14 [ 15|16 |17 [ 18 | 18

WSA |13%| 6% [13%] 3% | 3% | 0% | 5% | 5% 5% (6% 3% 5% [2% {2% | 8% | 6% | 8%

9

3%
BA 72%|73% |67%163% |48% | 45% | 41%| 42% | 45% | 66% | 56%
OD [2% 8% | 9% 19% [30%}39% {41%{33% |30% | 16% | 23% | 20% | 47% | 45% | 25% | 19% | 25% | 34%
[SD| 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 5% | 2% (2% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% [20% | 2% | 2% | 0% | 2% | 3%
13%[11%(11%{14% | 14%] 9% | 9% [16%|13% |19%|16% | 6% | 5% | 9%

mNA |13%|13%| 9% | 13%

Question #

Figure 8. Percentages of Replies: Application Questions
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(M=2.37), tracked their progress against the plan (M=2.01) and conducted
productive project reviews (M=2.01). The majority of participants (M=1.54) did
not use a PM software to manage their projects. A little less than half (M=1.89)
did not apply the knowledge of how to balance the intensity of a project’s efforts
and overtime while maintaining a positive team spirit through the life of a
project. Only nineteen of sixty-four (30%) said they were abie to do so on their
job.

Thirty-three participants (M=2.33) agreed that their work environment
provided them with the opportunity to utilize the knowledge acquired during
training. Forty-seven (M=2.65) felt motivated to transfer what they learned to
their jobs following the training.

Participants’ responses to the open-ended questions in the survey are
reported in Table 9. All sixty-four participants (100%) indicated that they felt the
objective of the Project Management training course was to provide them with a
basic overview of the phases of project management that could be implemented
to their jobs to achieve successful results. This objective was comprised of
teaching a standardized methodology to define a project, plan its activities and
monitor its process while employing a common project management
terminology.

Four participants (6%) said the objective was also to provide them with
an opportunity to implement the theoretical background taught in real-life

projects, and three (5%) added that that the course intended to teach how to
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Table 9

Participan rveys: Repli n ion

Question Replies -

Training Objectives

1. What were, in Provide a basic overview of the phases of project

your opinion, the
objectives of the
PM training?

Were they met?

Learning

2.

Did the program
give you any
other benefits? If
so, what were
they?

. What knowledge

and skills were
taught in the
training?

What do you feel
was the most
important thing
you learned in
the PM training
course?

management (64)

Teach how to develop contingency plans (3)
Provide an opportunity to impiement the theoretical
background taught (4)

Teach how to schedule a series of events (2)

Teach how to use the Gantt chart (1)

Teach PM software (1)

Yes (27)

No (4)

No reply (33)

A basic methodology to manage projects in an organized
and structured manner (35)

Use the WBS tool (13)

PM concepts (12)

Problem identification (7)

Schedule and sequence project tasks (6)

Write proper project objectives (5)

Learn types of projects done at IMS and how they are
managed(5)

Resource planning (4)

Communication skills (4)

Assign roles to tasks and monitor their progress (2)
Create a project network (1)

Identify dependencies among project tasks (1)

Identify the critical path and milestones (1)

Analyze problems (1)

Implement a project (1)

Prepare project deliverables (1)

Document and communicate results (1)

The importance of keeping open communication channels
between project members throughout the life of a project
(1)
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Question Replies -
5. What did you not Use a PM software (12)
learn that you Apply the PM methodology to real life projects (6)
expected to IMS requirements in regard to PM (2)
learn? Manage large scale projects (1)
Work within time and resource limitations using the
project management methodology (1)
Plan for and allocate a project’s resources and how to
measure its success (1)
Teach others about managing projects (1)
Did not learn anything new (1)
Application
6. What Use the PM methodology to manage projects (23)
actions/behaviors Use the WBS tool (18)
were you Define project goals (8)
expected to Resource allocation (5)
perform on the Schedule tasks (4)
job following the  Monitor project activities (2)
training? Teamwork skills (2)
7. What elements of Document and communicate project resuilts (2)
the PM training Sequence a project’s activities in a logical order (1)
course have been Prioritize activities (1)
most useful to Assign roles to tasks (1)
you in your Analyze potential problems that may arise during the
performance on  process of a project (1)
the job? Put the elements of a project into a PM software (1)
8. Do you feel the Did not implement what was taught (14)

training helped
you in your job
as a PM? Why or
why not?

Use the knowledge to organize and manage everyday
business as usual (BAU) activities (8)
Training was not useful to job performance (7)
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Question Replies
Recommendation
9. What can be Provide different levels of PM training geared to individual

done to improve
the program?

needs and requirements (5)

Create a basic and advanced PM training for members on
project teams and project managers respectively (1)
Create a subset of the current training for all employees
(1)

Offer the current training only to employees who
participate in project teams (2)

Offer the current training only to employees with no PM
knowledge (1)

Shorten the training sessions (4)

Lengthen the training session (4)

Shorten the duration of a day of training (3)

Deliver training off IMS facilities (1)

Enhance the training program to teach how to manage
projects (7)

Teach how to use a PM software (16)

Link training to a PM software (3)

Provide participants with reading materials on PM (15)
Use business and IMS examples (12)

Use a “case” project for all participants to work on (1)
Use a project that failed to understand why (1)

Teach how to put confidence intervals around the projects
critical path to determine the chance of its completion on
a certain date (1)

Teach how to anticipate obstacles that may confront a
project manager (1)

Teach how to plan for contingencies (1)

Teach how to allocate resources (1)

Teach how to estimate a project’s timeframe (1)

Teach what makes a project successful (1)

Teach how to assess a project (1)

Spend more time on applying the skills taught to actual
projects (1)

Provide a refresher session (5)

Ensure participants have a chance to implement what
they learned when back on the job (2)
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Question Replies

PM needs
10.What are your PM software training (17)
current needs in  Refresher of PM software training (1)
regards to PM Advanced PM training on how to perform as project
training? managers (6)
11.Do you feel a Teach how to estimate the duration of project tasks (4)
need for further How to estimate necessary resources (3)
PM training in How to handle various projects simultaneously (2)
order to improve How to manage risks and take corrective actions (2)
your on the job How to cost projects (2)
performance? If How to cope with cross-functional project teams (2)
yes, what should How to define the roles of participants on project teams
the training (1)
include? How to track the process of a project (1)
How to identify dependencies (1)
How to apply the methodology taught to real life projects
(1)
How to determine what makes a project successful (1)
How the project management process that was taught
relates to IMS projects and issues (4)
Focus the training on how to handle projects in different
departments at IMS (4)
What other methodologies to project management exist
(2)
Project management information from books and articles
(1)
Refresher session (7)
Mentoring on PM (1)
No need for further PM training (17)
Not applicable (5)
No reply (5)
Comments
9. In general, what Instructor and information very engaging and interesting
was your opinion (3)
of the PM Good instructional materials (2)
training
program?

Note. Questions 2, 3 & 4 were grouped to produce results about what
participants learned from the training. Questions 6, 7 & 8 were grouped to
produce results about what participants applied on the job. Questions 10 & 11
were grouped to produce results about participants’ future needs in regard to PM
training.
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develop contingency plans. Two (3%) participants felt the objective was to teach
how to schedule a series of events in order to complete a project on time and
another (2%) mentioned that the objective was to teach how to use the Gantt
chart and identify milestones within a project. One participant (2%) thought the
objective was to teach a PM software though this was not accomplished in the
training in question.

In the sixty-four returned surveys, twenty-seven participants (42%) stated
that the objectives of the training were met. Four (6%) said the objectives were
not met, four (6%) said they were partially met and thirty-three (51%) did not
answer the question. A reason for the high level of non responses may be that
the question “what were the objectives of the training” appeared in the same line
as the question “were the objectives met”, rather that as an independent
question.

Thirty-five participants (48%) stated that they learned from the Project
Management training a basic methodology to manage projects in an organized
and structured manner. This encompassed how to define and plan a project in a
way that assured that all necessary elements are taken into account initially.
Thirteen participants (20%) stated they learned how to use the Work Breakdown
Structure (WBS) tool to determine project tasks. Twelve (19%) claimed they
learned from the training basic project management concepts such as project
objectives, milestones, time line and critical path, and seven participants (11%)

learned problem identification and contingency planning.
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Six participants (9%) learned how to schedule a project’s tasks and
sequence them appropriately, and two (3%) mentioned they learned to do so
using the Gantt chart. Five (8%) said they learned how to write proper project
objectives. Four participants (6%) felt they learned how to prioritize a project’s
tasks, and two (3%) added that they learned how to assign roles to each task
and monitor their progress. Another four (6%) learned resource planning, four
(6%) learned communication skills and six (9%) learned teamwork skills that are
a subset of communication skills.

Among the skills individual participants claimed to have learned in the
training are: how to create a project network, identify dependencies among
project tasks, identify the critical path and milestones, analyze problems,
implement a project, prepare project deliverables, document and communicate
results and the importance of keeping open communication channels between
project members throughout the life of a project. Five participants (8%) stated
that the training provided them with an opportunity to learn about different
types of projects done at IMS and how other employees with diverse experiences
handle them.

Two participants (3%) stated that, since they had previous project
management training and experience, it was difficult to determine if their project
management knowledge and skills are due to the training in question. Three
others (5%) emphasized that the Primavera PM software training, which followed

the first session on the training evaluated in this study, was overwhelming and
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so could not be learned properly and applied to their work. One participant (2%)
felt he/she did not learn anything new from the training.

Twelve participants (19%) said that they expected to learn during training
how to use a PM software to assist them when managing projects, however this
was not incorporated into the training content. One (2%) noted that this was
due to lack of time. Another participant (2%) expected to learn how to use a PM
software to define a project’s critical path.

Six (9%) claimed that contrary to their expectations, the training did not
teach how to apply the methodology taught to manage real projects. They would
have liked to receive more concrete knowledge of how to manage projects. Two
(3%) wanted to learn what are IMS's requirements and techniques to manage
projects. Another (2%) said the training taught how to manage small projects
rather than projects of any larger magnitude.

Other project management skills participants expected to learn, though
not taught in the training are: how to work within time and resource limitations
using the project management methodology, how to plan for and allocate a
project’s resources and how to measure its success. One participant (2%) said
that not enough time was devoted during training to practice what they learned
and another (2%) claimed he/she did not acquire enough knowledge to teach
others about managing projects.

When indicating their level of transfer of the project management

knowledge and skills, twenty-three participants (36%) said they have
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implemented the basic project management knowledge to plan, organize and
manage projects, especially small-scale ones in order to control workload
effectively. Eighteen (28%) utilized the WBS tool to lay out the tasks necessary
to complete a project, though one of them (2%) added that he already knew
how to do this before training. Eight participants (13%) implemented the
knowledge of how to define project goals and determine ways to achieve them
at the outset of a project. Five (8%) applied the knowledge of how to determine
what resources are required for each project task in order to complete them.
Four (6%) implemented the knowledge of how to schedule tasks to determine a
project time frame, and two (3%) implemented the skills acquired to monitor
project activities. Two participants (3%) employed the teamwork skills they
learned to assist their project team, and two others (3%) documented and
communicated project results as taught in training.

Other project management knowledge exercised by participants following
the training include: sequencing of a project’s activities in a logical order,
prioritizing activities, assigning roles to tasks, analyzing potential problems that
may arise during the process of a project, and putting the elements of a project
into a PM software to be available to all project team members.

Fourteen participants (22%) stated that they did not have an opportunity
to implement what they learned in training to their job because they do not
manage projects. Two of them (3%) said that only now do they have such an

opportunity and thus would like to retake the course to be able to implement
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what was taught appropriately. Another (2%) said that his/her job does not
require the use of project management skills and knowledge. Nevertheless, eight
of these participants (13%) mentioned that they used their general
understanding of project management and its jargon to organize and manage
their everyday work. One (2%) said that he/she used this knowledge to
contribute to projects when acting as a member of a project team. Thirteen
participants (20%) did not respond to the questions regarding the application of
the training to their job.

Seven participants (11%) claimed that the training did not contribute to
their job performance. Five of them (8%) explained that this was due to the fact
that the training was too basic for their needs when managing projects,
especially large ones. Two others (3%) said the training was not helpful to their
job because it was very basic and they had previous project management
knowledge and experience from which they acquired the basics.

Five participants (8%) recommended to break the training into different
levels, geared to the different roles employees play on a project team and to
their diverse requirements. Another (2%) recommended having advanced,
intermediate and basic training courses to address the different needs of
employees based on their previous project management knowledge and skills. A
variation of this recommendation was to produce two types of training programs:
a comprehensive training designated for project managers and a shorter one for

participants on project teams. One participant (2%) commented that IMS should
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create a subset of the current Project Management training for all IMS

employees to provide them with background information on the process of
managing projects. This information is essential when working on a project

team. Another participant (2%) noted that the current training was very basic
and thus should be classified as an entry-level course, targeted to people with no
previous project management knowledge or experience rather than to all IMS
employees. Two participants (3%) claimed that the training should be offered
only to participants who are going to participate in a project team and implement
what was taught following the training.

Four participants (6%) who were in the three-day training session said it
should be shorter, as it was difficuit to be away from daily responsibilities for
three days straight. Four (6%) who were in the two-day training recommended
extending it to three days so participants have a change to absorb the content
better. Three others (5%) recommended shortening the duration of a day of
training by adding an extra day or pre-selecting the relevant projects to be
worked through during training. This will enable participants to complete the
projects selected in the time frame available for training, which was a concern
for one participant (2%).

Seven participants (11%) recommended constructing the course as an
advanced project management training by incorporating into it more details that
teach how to actually manage projects. The training in question was too basic for

project managers’ needs. Sixteen (25%) advocated the notion that the training
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should teach how to use a simple PM software that will assist managers in
managing projects effectively. Three (5%) recommended adding to the training
a component that will fink the project management methodology taught to the
PM software adopted by IMS. Fifteen participants (23%) thought it would be
advantageous to provide participants with good reading materials before the
training, and information on “best practices” and other perspectives to manage
projects during training.

Twelve participants (19%) recommended that the training use examples
that are more closely related to IMS-type projects and/or the “business world”
which participants could relate to. One (2%) mentioned that the training might
introduce a “case project” that all groups work on, rather than have each group
work on a different project. This will allow them to compare results and reduce
the number of variables involved so they can focus on the core information
essential for managing projects successfully. Another (2%) recommended
incorporating a case study of a project that failed and asking participants to
discover why.

Other recommendations made to improve the training content include, to
teach how to put confidence intervals around the projects critical path to
determine the chance (in percentage) of its completion on a certain date,
anticipate obstacles that may confront a project manager, plan for contingencies

and allocate resources, estimate a project’s time frame, focus on what makes a

61



project successful, how to assess the project, and spend more time on applying
the skills taught to actual projects.

Five participants (8%) recommended providing those who took the
training with a half-a-day refresher session of the key elements taught. Another
two (3%) said IMS should find ways to assure that the skills and knowledge
acquired during training are practiced on the job in real-life project situations.
One (2%) felt that a survey should be delivered to participants who took the
training after they first had a chance to apply the skills and knowledge learned to
their job.

Seventeen participants (27%) expressed a need for training on how to
use an effective PM software to track the process of a project. One of them (2%)
would like to learn how to implement the project management methodology
taught in the training while using a PM software tool. Another (2%) indicated
that this software should be installed immediately following the training on the
participants’ computers, so they can practice using it. One participant (2%) who
received the software training felt a need for a refresher session on that training.

Six participants (9%) stated that they needed a more advanced and
sophisticated training program that will teach them how to perform as project
managers. One (2%) suggested using a training program from another company
for this purpose. Other project management skills participants felt they needed
to learn are, how to estimate the duration of project tasks (6%), estimate

necessary resources (5%), handie various projects simuitaneously (3%), manage
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risks and take corrective actions (3%), cost projects (3%), cope with cross-
functional project teams (3%), define the roles of participants on project teams
(2%), track the process of a project (2%), identify dependencies (2%), apply the
methodology taught to real-life projects (2%) and determine what makes a
project successful (2%).

Four participants (6%) felt they required training on how the project
management process that was taught relates to IMS projects and issues. Four
(6%) added that the training should focus specifically on how to handie projects
in different departments at IMS. Two participants (3%) would like to learn what
other methodologies for project management existed, and one (2%) expressed a
need for project management information from books and articles to keep up-to-
date about what is happening in the world in regards to project management.

Seven participants (11%) needed a refresher course to remind them of
the main elements taught, and one (2%) explained that this was due to the fact
that currently his/her job requires more use of project management
methodology. One (2%) felt a need to have the ability to access ongoing
coaching and mentoring to improve project management performance.

Seventeen participants (27%) stated that they had no need for future

training on project management and five (8%) said that future project
management training was not applicable to their situation. Two (3%) of them
explained that this was due to the fact that they were not involved in project-

type work. Five participants (8%) did not reply to the questions related to future
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project management needs, either because it was not applicable to them or they
did not bother filling in the open-ended questions.

Three participants (5%) commented that the training instructor was very
engaging and motivating. The information presented was interesting, well
structured and easy to follow. Another two (3%) mentioned that the instructional
materials were good and useful. One of the participants (2%) thought the
training materials could be improved, and another (2%) remarked that it would
be more efficient if all future training takes place away from the IMS work-site
and moved to another.

Participant Interviews

Results from the interviews conducted with ten participants in the Project
Management training course are categorized and reported in Table 10. According
to these participants, the main objective of the Project Management training was
to provide them with a general overview of project management. This includes
the key fundamentals for managing projects successfully: project management
concepts and methodology. Two noted that the course intended to develop a
common project management language among participants. Another two felt
that the objective was also to teach how to create a WBS, build proper timelines
and identify milestones. Furthermore, two were of the opinion that the training
was geared at providing them with an opportunity to practice what they learned
by having to build a project from scratch as a training exercise. One added that it

intended to teach contingency planning and team skills, and another emphasized
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Table 10

Participant Interviews

Question Replies

Trainin jectiv
1. In your opinion, Provide participants with a general overview of project
what were the management (10)
objectives of the  Develop a common project management language
PM training among participants (2)
program? Teach contingency planning and team skills (1)
Teach how to create a WBS, build proper timelines and
identify milestones (2)
Provide participants with an opportunity to practice what
they learned (2)
2. Do you think the  Yes (10)
program met its
objectives? Why?

Learning
3. What did you Basic project management concepts, and a basic

learn from the PM framework to manage all projects (10)

training program? Teamwork skills (5)
Assign times to tasks and monitor them to keep track of
their progress (4)
The importance of writing proper project objectives (3)
Assign roles to each task (3)
Identify and allocate resources to project task (3)
The importance of involving all members of a project
team in planning a project (3)
Prioritize a project’s tasks (1)
Identify and determine dependencies among tasks, the
milestones and the critical success factors of a project
(1).
The importance of thinking of the basic elements of a
project at its start before getting into the details (1)
Define a project scope and identify the necessary
resources at the planning stage (1)
How other departments manage projects (1)
Learned only the basics of PM, which is not sufficient to
manage extensive projects (5)
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Question Replies
Training impact
4. What impact do Very little impact (1)
you feel the Was a review (1)
program had on
you?
On the Ensured that everyone at IMS utilizes the same project
organization? management framework, language and techniques to
Why/How? small projects (10)
Not sufficient knowledge to manage projects (10)
Improved the way business issues are handled (1)
Improved the way managers manage their projects, in
particularly in the IT department (1)
Application

5. Did you apply
what you learned?
How?

6. What did you like
best about the PM
training program?

Apply the generic framework to manage projects (10)
Use WBS tool (10)

Apply framework to the early stages of managing a
project (1)

Apply PM skilis to daily business issues (1)

Do not utilize the timeline tool (1)

Did not have an opportunity to use and apply what was
learned in training to the job (1)

The use of real life examples taken from their work
environment (5)

Hands-on approach (4)

The fact the training provided them with an opportunity
to meet people from different departments, to work
together to build and manage a project (3)

The simplification of the real life examples to explain the
fundamentals of project management (2)

The instructors' informal teaching style and the good
feedback (2)

Instructional materials (1)

Learning how to write projects objectives and use the
WBS tool (1)
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Question Replies

Recommendation

7. What IMS should offer two different types of Project
recommendations Management training programs: A basic training and a
would you more intense training (3)
suggest for Create a detailed and comprehensive Participant
improving the Workbook (2)

content of the PM
training program?

8. What

recommendations
would you
suggest for
improving the
delivery of the PM
training program?

Include the instructors' course notes in the Participant
Workbook and make it look more professional (2)
Deliver the training over a more extensive period of time
(2

Incorporate in the training instruction on resource
planning, financial planning, influencing, negotiating,
communicating and handling difficulties (1)

Teach the process of preparing a project for presentation
to different stakeholders (1)

Design the training to target the specific needs of
individual departments (1)

Make the training more interactive (1)

Adapt throughout IMS a standardized way to encourage
and reinforce participants to apply what was learned in
the training when back on their job (1)

Evaluate the training and its application six months after
its delivery (1)

Provide all managers who manage projects as part of
their work responsibilities with a simple PM software to
assist them in their job (1)

Provide participants who took the training with a
refresher session (1)

Good delivery (10)

Deliver the training off IMS facilities (2)
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Question

Replies

PM needs
9. Do you feel a

need for further
PM training? If so,
what should the
training include?

General

10.Is the program
cycle appropriate
(1-2 times a
year)? Should it
be offered
more/less often?
Why?

11.Who should take
the PM training
program?

Need PM software training (2)

Financial management, problem solving and resource
allocation (1)

An advanced and more detailed training on how to
perform the middie and later stages of managing
projects (1)

Yes (10)
Need a review session (5)

All employees involved in project type work (10)
Managers (8)

SME working on project teams (2)

Specialists should receive a condensed version (1)
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that the training did not aim at teaching participants how to actually function as
project managers.

Ali participants interviewed stated that the objectives of the course were
met. They learned the basic project management concepts, and a basic
framework to manage all projects, whether large or small scale. This included
learning how to plan a project, identify its tasks and develop a correct WBS that
encompasses all its necessary elements. Five participants identified team skills as
something they learned during training. They acquired knowledge of how to
work with team members on planning and developing a project, and assuring
proper communication among members. Four participants felt they learned how
to assign times to tasks and monitor them to keep track of their progress. This
helped them organize projects up front and save time. Three participants learned
the importance of writing proper project objectives. Another three said they
learned how to properly assign roles to each task, and three others added that
they learned how to identify and allocate resources to project tasks. Three
participants learned the importance of involving all members of a project team in
the planning stages, to allow them to contribute to the best of their ability to the
success of the project. One learned how to prioritize a project’s tasks, and
another how to identify and determine dependencies among tasks, the
milestones and the critical success factors of a project.

One participant noted that the training taught him the importance of

thinking of the basic elements of a project at its start before getting into the
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details. According to another participant, the training taught how to define a
project’s scope and identify the necessary resources at the planning stage. He
stated that this is essential when managing large projects that involve dealing
with people from different departments with varied points of view. One
participant appreciated the fact that the course provided her with an opportunity
to learn how other departments manage projects.

In general, all participants feit the training course taught them the
fundamental functional skills required for planning and developing projects. This
enabled them to approach future projects in a structured and organized manner.
However, five participants were of the opinion that though the training taught
them the basics for managing projects, it was not detailed enough to enable
them to manage extensive projects.

One participant felt that the course had very little impact on her since it
was basic in nature, and she knew much of what was taught from participating
in projects prior to the training. Another felt the training reviewed what she had
already known, but made her more aware of the methodology and benefits of
using it. Thus the course assisted in applying previous project management
knowledge to her job.

One of the participants interviewed participated in the Primavera PM
software training that followed th2 first session of the training evaluated in this
study. She claimed the software was very complex and difficult to learn and not

beneficial for her job. She stated that IMS must identify which employees
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actually need to learn how to use this software and provide the training to them
alone.

Participants felt that the impact of the training on IMS as a whole was
limited. On the one hand, it assured that everyone at IMS utilizes the same
project management framework, language and techniques. As a result, members
of project teams have a common language and understanding when working on
projects. Nevertheless, the knowledge acquired from the training was sufficient
to manage small-scale projects only. As one participant stated, project managers
of large projects at IMS had project management training other than the course
in question, or work experience and used a PM software not taught in the
training course.

One participant claimed that though the training content was not sufficient
to teach how to perform as a project manager of large projects, it benefited IMS
since all employees handling business issues could exercise it in their daily jobs.
Another participant noted that the training was valuable to most departments in
that it improved the way managers manage their projects, in particular in the
Information Technology (IT) department. The course had less impact on
operations where there is an ongoing need for improvement in project
management performance.

Nine of the ten participants interviewed claimed that they applied what
they learned in that they utilize the generic framework taught to plan and

develop projects. In particular, they used the WBS tool to break down project
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tasks into subsequent components. One participant said that the timeline tool
taught in the course was not used. Another noted that since the course is very
basic, it was not sufficient to be applied to the complex levels of managing
projects, but rather to the planning stages only. According to one participant, the
skills learned during training were applied to her daily business plans and issues
that may cross over different functional areas, and thus require defining and
developing tasks and allocating resources, though she does not manage projects
herself.

One of the participants stated that she did not have an opportunity to use
and apply what she learned in training to her job, and therefore her project
management knowledge decreased. Another said that following the training he
too did not work on projects and thus did not have an opportunity to apply what
he learned. Now, a few years later, he works on projects and applies what he
learned. Had he done so immediately after the training it would have been more
valuable for him and his skills would have improved.

When asked what they liked best about the training course, five
participants said they enjoyed the use of real-life examples taken from their work
environment to teach the project management process. Four said they liked the
hands-on approach employed in the training. This was manifested in the activity
in which participants were asked to use as examples, projects they were involved
in at the time to practice building a project from scratch, while employing the

project management framework. Three participants liked the fact the training
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provided them with an opportunity to meet people from different departments
and work together to build and manage a project. It enabled them to learn how
others manage projects and how they could help each other in doing so. Two
participants mentioned that they appreciated the fact that the instructor took
real-life examples and simplified them to explain the fundamentals of project
management rather than focusing on the details.

Two participants mentioned that they liked the instructors’ informal
teaching style and the informative feedback he provided participants. This made
it enjoyable and easy to learn. One liked the materials used and thought they
were well done. Another participant said she liked learning how to write project
objectives and use the WBS tool, since it is practical and applicable to her job.

Following are recommendations for improving the content of the Project
Management training course, made by the interviewed participants:

s IMS should offer two different types of Project Management training
programs: a basic training like the existing one for all employees who work
on projects and/or handle business issues that span over a length of time and
have milestones, dependencies and a deadline; another more intense training
that includes instruction on how to apply the basics to all stages of a project,
how to budget a project and use a PM software. This latter training should be
offered to employees who will be managing projects. (3)

s Create a detailed and comprehensive Participant Workbook with more reading

materials (four to five pages) on project management areas such as how to
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get information on project management practices, certification and
accreditation. (2)

Include the instructors' course notes in the Participant Workbook and make it
look more professional. (2)

Deliver the training over a more extensive period of time to allow participants
to think about what is taught and do some work on their own to practice their
skills while in training. (2)

Make the training more interactive by asking participants for feedback on
their progress to see if they understand, and then move on if they did. This
will prevent a situation in which they are taught things they already know and
help focus on what they do not know. (1)

Incorporate in the training instruction on resource planning, financial
planning, influencing, negotiating, communicating and handling difficulties.
(1)

Teach the process of preparing a project for presentation to different
stakeholders in order to obtain their approval of it. (1)

Design the training to target the specific needs of individual departments and
thus customize it to teach how to manage the types of projects executed at
these departments. (1)

Adapt throughout IMS a standardized way to encourage and reinforce
participants to apply what was learned in the training when back on their job.

Otherwise they loose what they learned. (1)
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= Evaluate the training and its application six months after delivery. (1)

= Provide all managers who manage projects as part of their work
responsibilities with a simple PM software to assist them in their job. (1)

= Provide participants who took the training with a refresher session to review
what they learned. (1)

= Shorten the training (This recommendation was implemented in the later
versions of the training course).

Participants felt the delivery of the training course was good and had no
recommendation for improvement. Two recommended delivering the training
away from IMS facilities so that people are not bothered with messages and
other distractions during training time.

All participants were in agreement that the training in question was too
basic for their needs and did not provide suitable tools to allow them to manage
large scale projects. Thus, two mentioned a need to receive training on how to
use a PM software such as Primavera or Shoortrack. The softwares available to
them (e.g. Microsoft Excel) are not sufficient to manage large-scale projects. One
participant wouid like training on financial management, problem solving and
resource allocation. Another said he needed an advanced and more detailed
training on how to perform the middle and later stages of managing projects.

Participants agreed that the course cycle of one to two times a year is
appropriate, given that the company has a low turnover rate and that the course

should be offered to new employees only. However, five participants mentioned
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the need for a follow-up session that will review what was learned in the
training, to refresh their memory and see what can be improved.

Participants interviewed felt that the majority of IMS employees are
commonly involved in project work and thus should attend the Project
Management training course. It is essential that all members of a project team
understand the basic principles and terminology of project management. One
participant indicated that this would enable them to see the bigger picture and
contribute to a project even if they have a small part in it. According to eight
participants, the training course should be offered to employees holding positions
of managers, project managers, and business development managers from
across all company functions including marketing, operations, IT and finance.
Two added that it is important to provide the training to Subject Matter Experts
(SMEs) that serve on project teams as well. Another stated that, specialists such
as statisticians and programmers should receive a condensed version of the
training to understand the terminology used by project managers and where
they fit within the project. One said that IMS must assess the training course and
the company’s current needs in regards to project management to determine
who should take the training.

Participant Focus Group

The results from the focus group conducted with three participants in the

Project Management training are reported in Table 11. Similar to the survey and

interview data, this information indicates participants’ self-assessment as to the
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Table 11

Participant F r
Questions Replies
Trainin jectiv
1. In your opinion, Provide a systematic methodology to manage projects
what were the 3)
objectives of the  Teach time management (3)
PM training Teach WBS (3)
program?
2. Do you think the  Yes (3)
program met its
objectives? Why?
Learning
3. What did you Create a WBS (3)
learn from the PM  Schedule tasks (3)
training program?  Allocate resources (3)
Training was only a refresher (3)
Training impact
4, What impact do Non (3)
you feel the
program had on
you?
On the All employees have a common PM lingo and WBS tool (3)
organization?
Why/How?
Application
5. Did you apply Training was not applied to the job (3)

what you learned?
How?

What did you like
best about the PM
training program?

Training content was not applicable to the job (1)

Did not like:

Training lacked emphasis on the phases of a project,
how to scope a project, what makes it successful, and
how to deal with problems (3)

No instruction on how to identify dependencies (1)
No IMS examples (1)
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Questions Replies

Recommendation

7. What Adapt the training to the audiences attending it (3)
recommendations Teach how to use project management tools - PM
would you software (3)
suggest for Evaluate the companies chosen PM software (Primavera)
improving the to determine if it is an appropriate one for employees
content of the PM  needs (3)

training program?

8. What
recommendations
would you
suggest for
improving the
delivery of the PM
training program?

PM needs

9. Do you feel a
need for further
PM training? If so,
what should the
training include?

Teach how to scope a project at its early stages, plan for
resources and identify contingencies. (3)

Teach financial planning, how to communicate with the
relevant parties of a project, risk management and how
to measure projects’ success (3)

Teach how to create a project report and present it to its
various stakeholders (1)

Incorporate in the training practical examples related to
participants’ real life experiences (3)

Consult managers about their needs in regards to project
management during the planning and designing stages
of the training (1)

Include in training a single project for all groups to
manage and compare results (1)

Non (3)

How to use a PM software (3)
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Questions - _Replies

General
10.Is the program Yes (3)
cycle appropriate
(1-2 times a
year)? Should it
be offered
more/less often?
Why?
11.Who should take  Participants with no previous PM knowledge or
the PM training experience (3)
program?
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impact of the training on their degree of project management learning and
transfer of that learning to their job environment.

Participants in the focus group claimed that the objective of the training
course was to provide them with a systematic methodology and process to
approach projects. In addition, it aimed at teaching time management and WBS,
i.e. how to break down the process of a project into its micro components and
structure them appropriately.

Participants stated that the objectives were met in that the training taught
the fundamental principles and concepts of project management. They learned
how to create a WBS with project activities, time them and allocate resources
around them. However, for them the training was in truth a refresher of what
they learned in university rather than a new learning experience. It was their
opinion that the training was beneficial only to people with no previous project
management background or experience and no understanding of what project
management is all about.

Participants felt that the training’s impact on IMS as an organization was
in the fact that all employees had an opportunity to learn and use a common
project management lingo and the WBS tool when working on a project.
Participants testified that the training did not change the way they managed
their projects and thus was not applied to their jobs. It provided them with a
theoretical understanding of what they are supposed to do, but did not provide

them with the appropriate tools necessary to apply the theory to their job
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environment. This created a gap between what was taught during training and
its actual application. One participant said the content of the training did not lend
itself to his activities at work and therefore was not applicable to him.

Participants felt the training lacked an emphasis on the phases of a
project, how to define its scope to assure it yields what was expected of it and
how to measure its success. Moreover, there was no contingency buiit into the
training, which is essential for managing projects effectively. Thus they did not
learn how to plan for and deal with problems when working on projects, though
no project they know of was delivered on time and within budget. One
participant mentioned that though the training taught how to do a WBS, it did
not instruct on how to identify dependencies among the tasks. In addition, the
examples used during the training were not relevant to IMS.

A major criticism participants had of the training was that it did not take
into account its audience. It was offered to employees with diverse project
management background and knowledge rather than being targeted to their
different needs. They feit the training should have been customized to be
relevant to participants’ different levels of project management knowledge and
to the various roles they play at IMS. Tied to this is the notion participants
expressed that it is impossible to teach a generic method for managing all
projects at IMS. Such an approach as was taken in the Project Management
training course prevented the instruction from getting into higher levels of depth

and from using specific examples.
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Following are the recommendations made by the participants in the focus

group to improve the training content:

= Adapt the training to the audiences attending it, by splitting it between an
introductory course such as the current training and a strategic more
advanced course for project managers. (3)

s Teach in the strategic training program how to use project management tools
such as PM software. (3)

= Evaluate the company’s chosen PM software (Primavera) to determine if it is
an appropriate one for employees’ needs. (3)

s Teach how to scope a project at its early stages, plan for resources and
identify contingencies. (3)

= Teach financial planning, how to communicate with the relevant parties of a
project, risk management and how to measure project success. (3)

m Teach how to create a project report and present it to its various
stakeholders. (1)

= Incorporate in the training practical examples related to participants’ real-life
experiences. (3)

= Consult managers about their needs in regards to project management during
the planning and designing stages of the training. (1)

= Introduce in training a single project and ask participants to get into groups

and manage it to see how creative they can be and what strategies they

82



employ. The instructor should then go to the groups, suggest problems that
may arise and ask participants to handle them. (1)

Participants said the instructor was very charismatic and related well to his
audience. They had no recommendations for improving the delivery of the
training. Nevertheless, they believe the instructor was not provided with an
appropriate environment for the training to succeed.

Participants strongly emphasized the need for training on how to use a PM
software. The training taught them the mechanics of managing a project
manually, however currently companies are using technology for these purposes.
IMS adopted Primavera as their project management software and therefore the
training should have taught how to use it. One participant wondered if this is in
fact an appropriate software given its complexity and the amount of
administration and maintenance involved in utilizing it.

Participants felt that although the training did not apply to them, its cycle
is appropriate. In their opinion, the training applied only to employees with no
prior project management knowledge or work experience who are moving up on
the company’s ladder from subordinate roles to higher positions in operations,
such as team leaders and system managers. These employees need to have an
understanding of the basic project management concepts used in the company,
even if they will not be expected to manage projects. The more advanced type of
training participants mentioned earlier would be targeted to managers who will

manage projects and use the company’s PM software to do so.
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Supervisor Interviews

Table 12 details the results from the interviews conducted with four
supervisors of participants in the Project Management training course. These
data contain the supervisors’ perspectives as to participants’ degree of learning
from training and transfer of that iearning to their performance on the job.

There was an agreement among all supervisors that the main objective of
the Project Management training course was to provide participants with a
structured functional framework to manage the process of their projects
effectively. This included teaching them techniques to identify and understand
the dimensions of a project, its objectives, requirements, deliverables (WBS) and
how to monitor a project against identified benchmarks to know if it is on
schedule or not. In addition, the course aimed at introducing throughout IMS
formal project management concepts.

Supervisors felt that the objectives of the course were met for most
participants. They learned how to approach projects in a structured consistent
manner, by writing objectives and doing @ WBS (breaking down the project
tasks, assigning roles to each task, etc.). This enabled them to be more
organized and efficient when working on a project. In addition, participants
learned basic project management terminology and how to use it in their work
environment.

However, as one supervisor noted, since the training was very basic in

nature, it was useful only for people who had no formal training or work
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Table 12

Supervisor Interview

Question Replies

Training objectiv

1. In your opinion, To provide participants with a structured functional
what were the framework to manage the process of their projects (4)
objectives of the  Introduce throughout IMS formal project management
PM training concepts (4)
program?

2. Do you think the
program met its
objectives? Why?

Learning
3. What did

participants learn
from the PM
training program?

Training impact

4, What impact do
you feel the
program had on
participants?
On the
organization?
Why/How?

Application

5. Did participants
apply what they
learned? How?

Yes (4)

Approach projects in a structured consistent manner (4)
Write objectives (4)

Do a WBS (4)

Basic project management terminology (4)

Useful only for people who had no formal training or
work experience in project management (1)

Minor impact (3)

Improved the way IMS manages project (1)
Consistency in project management methodology and
language (1)

Yes, to a certain extent (4)

All participants have an understanding of how to create
project objectives, tasks, schedules, allocate resources
and determine their priorities (4)

No implementation of timeline-planning tool (1)
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Question

Replies

Recommendations
6. What

recommendations

would you
suggest for
improving the

content of the PM
training program?

7. What

recommendations

would you
suggest for
improving the

delivery of the PM
training program?

PM needs
8. Do you feel a

need for further
PM training? If so,
what should the
training include?

General
9. Is the program

cycle appropriate

(1-2 times a
year)? Should it
be offered

more/less often?

Why?

10.Who should take

the PM training
program?

Teach how to use PM tools, software (2)

Include in the training a module that is a case study of a
project that went bad, analyze it to learn where the
process went wrong (1)

Add instruction on how to plan and manage activities and
solve problem (1)

Teach analytical and communication skills as well as risk
management (1)

Organize short duration refresher sessions (1)

Create two types of training: a short course for
employees with a need for basic project management
skills, and an advanced Project Management training for
those who need to learn more that the basics (1)

Non (4)

Yes (4)

How to use a project management software (2)
Risk management (1)

Refresher session (1)

Yes (4)

All employees involved in project type work (3)
Basic middie managers (1)
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experience in project management. Those who did have such experiences did
not learn much from the training.

According to three supervisors, the training had minor affects on the
organization as a whole. The reason for this was that it was very basic and
therefore useful only for managing small-scale projects. The training had to
impact upon large and complex projects in order for it to pay off for the
organization.

Nevertheless, one did feel that the training improved the way IMS
manages projects. It made the organization more conscious that there are better
ways to approach projects and allowed IMS to become more stringent in their
expectations of how projects should be managed. Another supervisor said that
the training benefited IMS in that everyone went through the same type of
training and learned a common project management language. Thereby it
created a certain amount of consistency in the project management methodoiogy
and terminology used in the company. One of the supervisors said he did not
know enough about the training to determine whether it had any affect on IMS.

It was the supervisors’ observation that some participants applied what
they learned in the training while others did not. The learning was applied in
terms of having an understanding of how to create project objectives, tasks,
schedules, allocate resources and determine their priorities. Supervisors noticed
that participants who had an opportunity to implement the skills learned during

training immediately, gained long-term benefits from the training and were able
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to further improve their skills on the job. However, for those who did not

exercise what was learned in training within a year, the skills tended to atrophy.

One supervisor claimed that most of his employees who took the training

(15 out of 16 participants) did not follow-up and implement what they learned.

He tried to reinforce their project management skills by using another method

for managing projects. Another supervisor noted that the timeline-planning tool

taught in training was not clear and easy to use, and therefore not utilized by

participants.

Following are the recommendations made by supervisors for improving

the content of the Project Management training course:

Teach how to use PM software. (2)

Include in the training a module that is a “case study” of a project that went
bad. Participants should be asked to analyze the project and find out where
the process went wrong. For example, were the appropriate tools used? Were
tools used in an inappropriate way? (1)

Add instruction on how to plan and manage activities and solve problems. (1)
Teach analytical and communication skills as well as risk management. (1)
Organize short-duration refresher sessions to remind people of what they
learned in the course so they will apply it. (1)

Offer the current training course only to employees with a need for basic
project management skills, and in that case it should be shortened. Create a

new advanced Project Management training for those who had some project
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management training and/or work experience, and need to learn more than
the basics. Such training should introduce more real-world IMS projects. For
example, a typical IMS project that was completed could be used and worked
through during training. (1)

Supervisors had no recommendations for improving the delivery of the
training, either because they felt it was good or did not have enough knowledge
to comment on its delivery.

All supervisors felt their employees needed further project management
training. Two wanted employees to learn how to use a project management
software that will enable them to create timelines, WBS, schedule tasks, and find
dependencies among tasks (what tasks run paraliel, what tasks have to be
accomplished before pursuing the others, etc.). Another claimed that participants
needed to learn how to plan and manage project risks.

One supervisor said participants required a refresher session to review
what they learned in the training and highlight the main points. This would
remind them of what they forgot or neglected after the training so they will
further apply it to their current work.

Supervisors agreed that the course cycle of one to two times a year is
appropriate, given that the company has a low turnover and needs to have
enough people registered for a course to justify the cost. Three claimed that the
training should be offered only to employees involved in projects or in project

type work that takes place over a period of time. These people need to learn
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how to approach a project, break down the work into appropriate segments, put
times against each segment to approximate its duration, etc. One supervisor feit
that only basic middle managers should attend the training course.

Instructor Interview

According to the instructor of the Project Management training course, the
original objectives of the training, as defined by IMS at the initial stages before
faunching it, were to provide all IMS employees with a unified formal
methodology to manage projects. Thereby all projects will have formal
objectives, a WBS, a Network diagram with a critical path going through it and
proper resource planning. In addition, IMS hoped that the training would teach
participants to proactively plan projects, i.e. think ahead of what may go wrong
in a project and how to handle that possibility.

However, these objectives were found to be too broad for purposes of the
training and had to be narrowed to make them more realistic. The objectives of
the existing training were to provide participants with a basic framework for
managing projects and teach them basic project management concepts. More
specifically, to teach participants how to: write good objectives before planning
the project and its actions; create a WBS; do a Network diagram with the critical
path running through it; plan resources; and to a certain extent, proactively plan
around future problems that may come up during the project.

According to the instructor, the training objectives were achieved.

Participants learned the basic project management framework and concepts that
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are useful to manage their projects. However, he cannot tell to what extent the
objectives were met as no formal measurement was employed.

He claimed that the training made small yet important improvements in
the way participants manage their projects and in the way projects are managed
in the organization as a whole. As a result of the training, all IMS employees
have a common methodology and terminology that they exercise on their jobs
when managing projects. This in turn saves IMS time and arguments about
methodology and terminology.

The instructor believes that participants applied what they learned. When
he visited at IMS he saw them use stickies on the wall, which is a project
management technique taught in the course. He strongly emphasized the
importance of conducting a Kirkpatrick Level Two, Three, and Four evaluation of
the training. This will show if and to what extent participants actually learned
from the training, applied what they learned and if it had an impact on the
organization. Level One evaluation, which is done, is not sufficient.

In order to teach the training course, the instructor used a classical
instructional methodology called Systematic Teaching based on the Kepner-
Tregoe approach. Following this method, the course was divided into segments
and subsegments. Every segment was taught in eight stages: (1) Introduction to
the segment and bridge to the previous one, (2) a Motivation component, to
motivate participants to listen and learn, (3) an Information component, (4) a

Relevance component, (5) a Process component, (6) an Example, (7) TFU -
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testing for understanding and (8) a Summary and bridge into the next segment.
This rﬁethod has become automatic for the instructor and therefore transparent
to participants.

The training was designed to be very practical and hands-on. Participants
had to plan real-life projects taken from their work environment. By the end of
the training they came out with at least three to four projects ready to utilize.

The training in question was supposed to be the first in a series of two,
the second being training on how to use a PM software called Primavera.
Participants in the first training session found the software to be too
sophisticated for their needs when managing the majority of their projects. By
the time a project was created in the computer and the software controls it
periodically, the project deadline has passed. Participants preferred putting
stickies on the wall to represent the WBS, thus the software training was
terminated.

The instructor believes that there was no need to incorporate into the
training instruction on how to use a PM software. He recommended adding a
component to the training that will show the link between his course, which
teaches basic project management concepts, and a PM software that might be
used at IMS. Moreover, IMS should consider adapting a simple PM software
(such as Microsoft Project) as a standard throughout the company and give
employees who work on large projects a one-day overview of it. With respect to

further project management training, the instructor felt participants could benefit
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from a review session that will revisit the methodology learned, but this is not a
high priority.

According to the instructor, the course cycle of one to two times a year is
appropriate. It should be offered to all employees including the receptionist. This
will ensure that everyone at IMS is using the same methodology and is capable

of contributing to the company to the best of their ability.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present project was to carry out an evaluation of the
Project Management training course at IMS Health Canada. The focus was on
measuring participants Reactions, Learning and Behavior. These encompass
Levels 1, II, and III of Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model.

The most important set of conclusions from this evaluation relate to
participants' levels of project management learning from the training and
behavior change as a result of training, i.e., application of the learning to their
job performance. All participants, their supervisors and the training instructor
confirmed that the main objective of the training was to provide participants with
an overview of a project management methodology and jargon. They
acknowledged that this objective was met, as participants learned a basic project
management method and some concepts.

Participants emphasized that this acquired knowledge applied to the
defining and planning stages of managing a project. They learned how to define
project objectives, tasks and roles and, to a lesser degree, plan a project by
identifying its required roles, estimating as well as optimizing a project’s
resources, planning for risks and defining and communicating a project’s plan.
However, participants claimed to lack knowledge on how to utilize the

methodology during the implementation stage of a project. It is recommended to



revise and improve the training component that encompasses how to implement
projects be so that participants can better learn how to execute projects and
later apply that knowledge to their work.

Participants stated that they learned how to schedule, plan and conduct
productive meetings and document as well as communicate outstanding issues
that arise in the course of implementing a project. Yet, many found that they did
not learn how to deal with deviations from a project plan while maintaining
proper communications among team members. It is essential that future training
sessions teach these skills to assure successful implementation of projects. The
Participant Workbook contains instruction on how to set contingency actions in
order to modify a project plan and lessen the negative impact of problems that
arise during projects. This segment may have been left unattended during the
actual training sessions, due to lack of time.

Some participants mentioned learning teamwork skills as a result of
working with a group on managing real-life projects during training. This points
to the usefulness of this training activity in teaching the interpersonal aspect of
managing projects. The original version of the Participant Workbook included a
section on People Skills, which was omitted from the revised version in an
attempt to condense the course. IMS should consider incorporating instruction
on interpersonal and communication skills into the current Project Management

training.
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A number of participants stated that the training failed to teach them
anything new, as it was very basic in nature and they had previous project
management training and/or experience. Supervisors had a similar notion that
some participants did not benefit from the training. Therefore, IMS should
evaluate the content of the training and the needs of their employees in order to
determine who should attend the sessions and who should not.

The majority of participants who took part in this evaluation as weli as
their supervisors and the instructor were in agreement that participants applied
to a certain extent the basic project management framework and terminology
learned to the defining phase of managing projects. However, few applied this
knowledge to planning and implementing projects. This suggests that not all
concepts learned transferred to actual job performance, particularly the
knowledge of how to plan a project. Thus, the training should focus on
instructing participants how to apply what is taught to their job.

Brinkerhoff (1995) recommended that in order to increase transfer of
training, participants’ supervisors must ensure that the training provided is tightly
linked to important performance improvement needs of participants, and that
this importance is derived from an analysis of business goals and strategy. In
addition, it is recommended that prior to sending employees to training,
supervisors evaluate their employees’ needs in regards to project management
and determine if the existing training can fulfill these needs. This will assure that

the training is of value to participants and that they will apply it to their job.
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The work environment should also encourage participants to apply what
they learned. The study conducted by Brinkerhoff et al. (1995) confirmed that
factors at the work situation have a significant impact on facilitating or hindering
transfer of training. Supervisors of participants attending training and the
training leaders at the company should work together to create specific
conditions in the participants’ work that support and encourage the transfer of
knowledge and skills learned in training and its utilization on the job. For
example, supervisors may conduct a debriefing session with participants before
the training to elicit their expectations from training, and an after-training follow-
up discussion.

It is important to note in this context that some participants in the Project
Management training did not have an opportunity to apply the skills and
knowledge acquired during training to their jobs. Therefore, supervisors at IMS
who decide to send their employees to the training, should create a work
environment in which participants can implement their learning immediately
following the training. Otherwise, the benefits of the training decrease or become
obsolete with time. Twenty percent of the participants (13 of 64) did not respond
to the open-ended questions regarding the application of the training to their
jobs. One explanation may be that they did not have an opportunity to apply the
content of the training to their work environment, though they did not state so

explicitly.
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Participants and supervisors who participated in this evaluation made a
variety of recommendations for improving the Project Management training
course. The most reoccurring recommendation was to create at IMS two
different types of Project Management training programs: one basic training
similar to the existing one for all employees who work on projects and/or handle
business issues that span over a length of time and have milestones,
dependencies and a deadline; another more intense training that includes
instruction on how to apply the basics to all stages of a project, how to handie
project contingencies and use a PM software. The latter training should be
offered to employees, who will actually manage large complex projects, since the
existing training is not sufficient for their requirements.

In addition, participants recommended incorporating into the training
content activities and examples that are practical and relevant to the corporate
practice and to participants’ real-life experiences at IMS. According to Ono
(1995), participants learn best and value courses that use hands-on participatory
learning activities. Such activities should provide them with the opportunity to
work through their own past and present project management situations to
obtain peer and instructor advice. Participants suggested that the Participant
Workbook should be more detailed and comprehensive and include reading
materials (four to five pages) on project management areas, such as how to get

information on project management practices, certification and accreditation. It
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should also incorporate the instructors' course notes and be designed to look
more professional.

Participants and supervisors in this evaluation feit that, while some
participants did not acquire new knowledge from the training, others still require
a more advanced and detailed project management training that will teach them
how to perform as project managers and utilize the methodology taught to plan
and implement projects successfuily. In addition, they expressed a current need
to provide participants with training in how to use a simple user-friendly project
management software that will assist them in managing projects. Thus it seams
reasonable to classify the training in question as a basic introductory course to
project management and offer it to employees with no previous training or work
experience in project management. A higher-level course should be designed to
meet the requirements of those faced with the responsibilities of managing
projects. Such training should encompass instruction on how to use PM software.

According to the training instructor, participants did not require training
on how to use the PM software adopted by IMS (Primavera), in as much as this
software would not facilitate the management of most of their projects. It is very
complex and sophisticated and requires a significant amount of maintenance.
However, in the instructor’s opinion, training should incorporate a link between
its content and a standardized simple PM software.

Participants and supervisors stated that it is necessary to incorporate into

the training content instruction on risk management, how to plan for
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contingencies that can arise in the course of a project and how to handle them
appropriately. This aspect of project management existed in the original training
course but was eliminated from successive sessions due to lack of time. IMS
should consider including such instruction in the higher level training
recommended above, as it is an essential element of managing projects.
According to Baldry (1998), there is a clear requirement for organizations
to develop an improved system of risk management which identifies and
analyses risks that may occur within the parameters of a project. Project risks
encompass not only the more readily measurable and comprehensible matters
such as cost and time variables, but also the human factors within the company.
One approach to risk management is to accumulate experiences from past
projects and synthesize their likely risk factors (Baldry, 1998). These data may
be valuable in assessing the potential risks to projects and the range of the
impact of risk events on a project. This information can be brought together in a
Project Risk Register, as described by Williams (1994), which is a controlled
document that lists specific events in a project which are likely to occur, and
analyses them according to their probability of occurrence, their potential impact,
and risk factors. This body of knowledge can assist in determining a company’s
risk management process, and be used in developing risk management training.
The analysis of projects’ risks can be done on a company-wide or departmental

scale.
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Participants in the current evaluation found that they required training on
how to manage projects that are typical to IMS and, moreover, specific to the
different departments at IMS. Therefore the training should be customized to
meet these needs and incorporate examples of projects conducted at IMS. This
was achieved to a certain extent in the latter versions of the training.
Furthermore, participants and supervisors mentioned that it wouid be
advantageous to provide past participants with a refresher session that will
review the key points taught so that they can thereafter apply them to their job.

Participants, supervisors and the instructor recognized that the training
benefited IMS as a whole in that it provided all employees with a formal and
structured project management methodology and terminology. It helped achieve
a certain degree of consistency and understanding among employees in how to
manage projects. This information was sufficient for participants that work on
project teams, though not for project managers. This notion ieads to the
recommendation made above to design and implement a high-level
comprehensive Project Management training program for project managers at
IMS.

The Reaction sheets filled out by participants following the Project
Management training sessions did not add to the information acquired from this
evaluation study regarding participants’ satisfaction with the training.

In light of the high level of motivation expressed by participants to learn

project management knowledge and apply that learning to their job, it was
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assumed that motivational factors rather than the training alone, have
contributed to participants’ degree of learning and application.

It is recommended that IMS view this evaluation of the Project
Management training course, not as an end in itself, but as a process of analysis.
It is intended to serve as a source of feedback on the progress of learning from
the Project Management training and the application of that learning to the job in
order to improve performance. IMS should ensure an active follow-up of this
evaluation report to continuously improve the training and its educational effort.

Prior to conducting further evaluations, it is recommended that IMS hold a
one-day workshop, to ask stakeholders (participants in the training, their
supervisors, a training instructor, and a top management team) to define the
scope and purpose of the evaluation, who is to be the target audience for the
evaluation, and what aspects of the course are to be evaluated. In addition, the
evaluator should inquire regarding stakeholders’ opinions of the course evaluated
(Bramley, 1996). This will benefit the planning and development of future
evaluations and ensure that they are tailored to the needs of participants.
Moreover, support and understanding on the part of IMS’s decision-makers as to
the merits of an evaluation will assure its dissemination and effect on the
company’s practices (Anderson, 1998). To gain stakeholders’ support and
understanding of the process of evaluation, all plans, processes and resuits of
the evaluation must be communicated to stakeholders through the delivery of

progress reports and a final evaluation report.
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Future evaluation frameworks should be expanded to include explicit
examination of organizational (Kirkpatrick Level IV) and social results (Watkins,
1998). At this level, the evaluation should measure the impact of the training and
its value to the organization. These impacts can incorporate monetary, efficiency,
morale and teamwork changes, etc.

Finally, it is recommended that IMS engage in proactive evaluation
(Watkins, 1998). This implies identifying a set of performance measures by
which to determine training success prior to its development, and aligning the
evaluation with the planning, development and implementation stages of
training. This will assure that the training meets its intended objectives and adds
value to the organization.

It is essential for organizations that spend substantial amounts of
resources on training programs to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of
these programs. Such an assessment should clearly include the evaluation of
participants’ learning from training and behavior changes on the job following
training. Yet, research data show that most evaluations are performed at
Kirkpatrick’s first evaluation Level (Level I). According to the American Society
for Training and Development’s benchmarking report (1996), 34 percent of
courses were evaluated at Kirkpatrick’s second Level (Level II), 11 percent at
Kirkpatrick’s third Level (Level III), and two percent at Kirkpatrick’s final Level
(Level IV). In a survey reported by Linkage Incorporated (1996), only 43 percent

of companies performed Level II evaluation, 34 percent Level III, and 16 percent
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Level IV. According to Carnevale and Schulz (1990), many training professionals
do not evaluate their training programs at all due to time and cost
considerations.

Many organizations believe that they can implicitly tell whether their
training is working (Marth, 1994). However, without a formal evaluation
methodology, the organization can only have a sense that its training is not
working properly. Without evaluations, one cannot effectively determine the
usefulness of the training and/or pinpoint necessary changes to improve the
training (Kirkpatrick, 1996a). Marth (1994) states that, while it may be costly to
conduct training evaluation, the consequences of not evaluating training can be
even higher. Failure to demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of training
has resulted in the demise of valid training programs that meet organizations’
needs. Further, the cost associated with ineffective training programs can be
deadly to organizations’ success in today’s competing economy. An improved
understanding of the effectiveness of training builds organizations’ credibility
with clients by showing them that they have a unique process that requires
specific skills to assure the added value of their work (Carliner, 1997). In
addition, the evaluation results will help organizations determine whether to
continue offering the training (Kirkpatrick, 1996a).

Current Evaluation Limitations
Information on satisfaction with training, the impact of training on

learning and the degree of application of the learning, i.e. behavior change as a
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result of training, are key factors in IMS’s understanding of the Project
Management training. Such information on training outcomes is important for
making further investment choices regarding training. However, there were a
number of methodological obstacles that have limited the findings in this
evaluation.

First, the data collection strategy relied on participants’ self-assessment
and the impressions of their supervisors, which is intrinsically a subjective
method. Moreover, the findings were open to subjective interpretation by the
evaluator. To counter this limitation, data were collected using muiltiple
instruments thereby achieving some degree of triangulation.

Second, it was difficult to isolate the effect of training, particularly since
different time spans have elapsed between participants’ training and the
evaluation. During that time, participants may have acquired project
management skills from their work and various factors other than the training in
question. Furthermore, participants in this evaluation were all past participants in
the Project Management training, yet the content of the training evolved and
changed since it was first launched in 1994. Thus not all participants received the
exact same training course. For instance, the earlier versions of the training
taught risk management and interpersonal skills related to the planning phase of
managing a project, while the later versions eliminated these sections. The
original training spanned over three days and was followed by training on how to

use a PM software while the later ones were shortened to two days and did not
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incorporate software training. Thus, participants inevitably reported on different
concepts learned and different applications from the training, which made it
difficult to arrive at any definite conclusions from the evaluation. Upon IMS
request to shorten the survey, the evaluator eliminated demographic questions
that identified the exact training sessions participants attended. As a result, it
was not possible to distinguish between participants who received the earlier
version of the training and those who did not.

Third, there were potential selection biases as survey participates were
those who volunteered to answer the questions, and interviewees and focus
group participants were selected by the Vice President of Human Resources and
the Director of Project Management at IMS, and then asked to participate by the
evaluator. Though an attempt was made to select participants that represent
cross functions at the company, those who agreed to participate may have had
specific characteristics that affected the results.

In addition, due to time constraints, survey forms were administered
during the same week that interviews and focus group were conducted.
Consequently, it was not possible to utilize the survey data to formulate interview
and focus group questions. Thus, the interviews and focus group were not
employed as a means to gain further insight into participants’ reacticn to

training, learning and behavior change.

Overall, this evaluation conciudes that the Project Management training

course was successful in teaching participants the basics of project management.
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It is apparent that, while participants learned how to utilize this project
management knowledge and skills to define and plan projects, they did not learn
how to properly implement projects. Thus it is necessary to enhance the current
training by including in it instruction on how to execute IMS-type projects and
use a PM software. Such training will enable participants to carry out projects

and manage project contingencies effectively.
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APPENDIX A
PARTICIPANT SURVEY



‘ Dear Participant,

IMS Health Canada is conducting an evaluation of their Project Management
training course. Part of this evaluation involves a survey of all employees
who participated in this course, to collect information on their satisfaction,
learning and application of what was learned in the course.

Please fill out this questionnaire and return it to Patti Thomas as soon as
possible in the envelope provided. It should take approximately 30 minutes
to complete. We assure you that your responses will go directly to the
evaluator and that no one else will see them.

If you have any questions please contact Yael Nisan at ynisan@hotmail.com
or (514) 848-2527.

Your participation is important to the success of this study and we thank
you for your contribution.

Thank you,
Yael
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Participant Survey

Job Title:

Department:

Please circle your response to the following items.

Year of participation in the PM training:
(a) 1994 — 1995 (c) 1998 - 1999
(b) 1996 — 1997

How long have you worked for IMS?
(a) Less than 1 year  (c) 5-10 years
(b) 1-5 years (d) over 10 years

A. Satisfaction with training
Please circle your response to the following items.

Key:

SA = strongly agree

A = agree

D = disagree

SD = strongly disagree

NA = not applicable (in your situation)

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree

1. Prior to attending the PM training I felt the need to SA A D SD NA
improve my PM skills and knowledge.

2. I expected the PM training to improve my ability to SA A D SD NA
work within a project.

3. I expected the PM training to improve my SA A D SD NA
knowledge of the PM methodology.

4. The PM training taught me the skills I needed to SA A D SD NA
learn.

S. The PM training taught me the knowiedge I needed SA A D SD NA
to learn.

6. The course objectives were clear to me. SA A D SD NA

7. The course objectives were met. SA A D SD NA

8. The instructor used the most effective methods for SA A D SD NA
maintaining interest and teaching the desired
knowledge and skills.

9. The training facilities were satisfactory. SA A D SD NA

10. The instructional materials used during the training SA A D SD NA
were well selected and prepared.

11. I feel my job requires further PM training. SA A D sb NA

12. I feel my job requires more knowledgeon theuseof SA A D SD NA
PM software.
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1. What were, in your opinion, the objectives of the PM training? Where they met?

2. Did the program give you any other benefits? If so, what were they?

3. What knowledge and skills were taught in the training?

4, What actions/behaviors were you expected to perform on the job following the training?

S. In general, what was your opinion of the PM training program?
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6. What can be done to improve the program?

7. What are your current needs in regards to PM training?

Please add any comments you would like to make about the PM training.
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The following 2 section are designed to assess your degree of learning from the PM

training (section B) and your application of that iearning to your job (section C).

B. Degree of learning
Please circle your response to the following items.

Key:
SA = strongly agree
A = agree
D = disagree
SD = strongly disagree
NA = not applicable (in your situation)
Strongly
Agree

O wn

1. I know how to define a clear project statement, with SA
measurable start/end points and business outcomes.

2. I know how to define measurable objectives and SA
criteria for project success.

3. I know how to break a project into specific activities SA
(tasks) with clear begin/end points and well-defined
outcomes/deliverables (WBS).

4. 1 know how to define identify roles/competencies
required to perform activities.

£

g sesﬁg

5. I know how to identify and secure the right people
within the organization that match the required
roles/competencies.

6. I can accurately estimate the effort required by
resources to complete activities.

£

7. I know how to optimize the amount of effort and
number of resources to meet deadlines.

$

8. I know how to optimize the sequence of activities in
order to balance resource utilization (availability), in
compliance with deadlines and overall cost.

9. I know how to define special activities in order to SA
minimize identified risks and/or to minimize their
impact.

10. I can clearly define and communicate the project SA
organization structure, membership within the
project team, and clear roles and responsibilities for
all participants.

11. T know how to schedule, plan and conduct SA
productive meetings with clear objectives and the
right participation, which result in clear
actions/decisions.

12. I know how to consistently document and SA
communicate outstanding issues, decisions, action
items and their impact on the project’s
objectives/deliverables, cost and time constraints.

13. I know how to track progresses against the plan, SA
identify deviations and formulate corrective actions
on a weekly basis.
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14,

I know how to use Project Management software to
maintain up to date, the base plan and subsequent
maodifications in order to establish on a weekly basis
estimated completion dates and costs.

15.

I know how to effectively balance intensity of
efforts, amount of overtime and adherence to
deadlines, while maintaining a healthy team morale,
a positive team spirit and avoiding burn-out of
individuals throughout the project life cycle.

16.

I know how to conduct productive and useful
projects review sessions to gather lessons learned
and best practices to be leveraged in future
projects.

£

17.

I feel that I learned what the program intended to
teach.

18.

I feel I remember what I learned in the course.

19.

During the training program I had opportunities to
practice the training on the job.

20.

During the training program I was motivated to
learn the PM knowledge and skills taught.

£ 2% ¥

> >> >

2.

Please add any comments you would like to make about your learning from the PM training.

What do you feel was the most important thing you learned in the PM training course?

What did you not learn that you expected to learn?
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C. Transfer to the job
Please circle your response to the following items.

Key:
SA = strongly agree
A = agree
D = disagree
SD = strongly disagree
NA = not applicable (in your situation)
Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

1. I apply my knowledge of how to define a clear SA
project statement, with measurable start/end points
and business outcomes.

2. I apply my knowledge of how to define measurable SA
objectives and criteria for project success.

3. I apply my knowiedge of how to break a project into
specific activities (tasks) with clear begin/end points
and well-defined outcomes/deliverables (WBS).

4. I apply my knowledge of how to identify
roles/competencies required to perform activities.

4

5. I apply my knowledge of how to identify and secure
the right people within the organization that match
the required roles/competencies.

6. I apply my knowledge of how to accurately estimate SA
the effort required by resources to complete
activities.

7. I apply my knowledge of how to optimize the SA
amount of effort and number of resources to meet
deadlines.

8. I apply my knowledge of how to optimize the SA
sequence of activities in order to balance resource
utilization (availability), in compliance with deadlines
and overall cost.

9. I apply my knowiedge of how to define special SA
activities in order to minimize identified risks and/or
to minimize their impact.

10. I apply my knowledge of how to clearly define and SA
communicate the project organization structure,
membership within the project team, and clear roles
and responsibilities for all participants.

11. I apply my knowledge of how to schedule, planand SA
conduct productive meetings with clear objectives
and the right participation, which result in clear
actions/decisions.

12. I apply my knowledge of how to consistently SA
document and communicate outstanding issues,
decisions, action items and their impact on the
project’s objectives/deliverables, cost and time
constraints.
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13. I apply my knowledge of how to track progresses SA A D SD NA
against the plan, identify deviations and formulate
corrective actions on a weekly basis.

14. I apply my knowiedge of how to use Project SA A D SD NA
Management software to maintain up to date, the
base plan and subsequent modifications in order to
establish on a weekly basis estimated completion
dates and costs.

15. I apply my knowledge of how to effectively balance @SA A D SD NA
intensity of efforts, amount of overtime and
adherence to deadlines, while maintaining a healthy
team morale, a positive team spirit and avoiding
burn-out of individuals throughout the project life
cycle.

16. I apply my knowledge of how to conduct productive @SA A D SD NA
and useful projects review sessions to gather
lessons learned and best practices to be leveraged
in future projects.

17. After the training I was motivated to transfer the PM
knowledge and skills I learned to my job.

2
~
8
s

18. The training taught me the manner in which to SA A D SD NA
apply the new PM knowledge and skills on the job.
19. The conditions in my work environment provide me SA A D SD NA

with the opportunity to transfer the PM knowledge
and skills I leared during training.

1. Do you feel the training helped you in your job as a PM? Why or why not?

2. What elements of the PM training course have been most useful to you in your performance
on the job?
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3. Do you feel a need for further PM training in order to improve your on the job performance?
If yes, what should the training include?

Please add any comments you would like to make about the application of what you learned in
the PM training.

Thank you very much for your time and effort in filling out this survey!! ,
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APPENDIX B
PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS



Participant Interview Questions

. In your opinion, what were the objectives of the PM training program?

. Do you think the program met its objectives? Why?

. What impact do you feel the program had on you? On the organization?
Why/How?

. What did you learn from the PM training program?

. Did you apply it? How?

. Is the program cycle appropriate (1-2 times a year)? Should it be offered
more/less often? Why?

. Who should take the PM training program?

. What did you like best about the PM training program?

. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the content of the

PM training program?

10. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the delivery of the

PM training program?

11.Do you feel a need for further PM training? If so, what should the training

include?
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APPENDIX C
SUPERVISOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS



Supervisor Interview Questions

. In your opinion, what were the objectives of the PM training program?

. Do you think the program met its objectives? Why?

. What impact do you feel the program had on your employees who attended
the training? On the organization? Why/How?

. What did your employees learn from the PM training program?

. Did they apply it? How?

. Is the program cycle appropriate (1-2 times a year)? Should it be offered
more/less often? Why?

. Who should take the PM training program?

. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the content of the
PM training program?

. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the delivery of the

PM training program?

10. Do you feel your employees need further PM training? If so, what should the

training include?
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APPENDIX D
INSTRUCTOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS



8.

9.

10.What recommendations would you suggest for improving the content of the

11.What recommendations would you suggest for improving the delivery of the

12.What recommendations would you suggest for improving the content of the

13.What recommendations would you suggest for improving the assessment of

Instructor Interview Questions
In your opinion, what were the objectives of the PM training program?
Do you think the program met its objectives? Why?
What impact do you feel the program had on participants? On the
organization? Why/How?
What did you expect participants to learn from the PM training program?
In your opinion, did they apply it? How?
What instructional strategies did you use to teach the course?
Is the program cycle appropriate (1-2 times a year)? Should it be offered
more/less often? Why?
Who should take the PM training program?

What do you like best about the PM training program?

PM training program?

PM training program?

PM training program?

the PM training program?

14.Do you feel employees need further PM training? If so, what should it

include?
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APPENDIX E

PARTICIPANT FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS



Participant Focus Group Questions

. In your opinion, what were the objectives of the PM training program?

. Do you think the program met its objectives? Why?

. What impact do you feel the program had cn you? On the organization?
Why/How?

. What did you learn from the PM training program?

. Did you apply it? How?

. Is the program cycle appropriate (1-2 times a year)? Should it be offered
more/less often? Why?

. Who should take the PM training program?

. What did you like best about the PM training program?

. What recommendations would you suggest for improving the content of the

PM training program?

10.What recommendations would you suggest for improving the delivery of the

PM training program?

12.What are your current needs in regards to PM training?

13.Do you feel a need for further PM training? If so, what should the training

include?
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