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Decision-Maker 
Question 

Evaluation 
Approach 

Level Measures Used to 
Answer the Question 

Data 
Type 

Potential 
Confounds 

Data 
Collection 
Instrument(s) 

Unit of 
Analysi
s 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Data 
Format 

Statistical 
Procedures 

3. To what extent is 
the marketing 
organization 
responsive to 
reps’ sales 
needs? 

Kirkpatrick/Phillips o
Program Evaluation þ
Program Monitoring o

N/A Ø Perceived level of 
communication 

Ø Perceived frequency of 
problem resolution 

Ø Timeliness of problem 
resolution 

Ø Satisfaction with 
problem resolution 

Ø Suggestions for 
improvement (ranked) 

Self-
report 

Ø Respondent 
candor 

Ø Executive and 
Advisory Board 
interviews 

Ø Focus groups 
Ø Survey 

(quantitative) 

Individual 
Reps 

4000 reps 4000 
reps 

SQL Server 
download to 
Excel 

Descriptive 
statistical 
comparison 

4. To what extent do 
reps in different 
regions feel that 
they receive 
adequate 
support from the 
sales and 
marketing 
organizations? 

Kirkpatrick/Phillips o
Program Evaluation þ
Program Monitoring o

N/A Ø Perceived Adequacy of 
§ Marketing strategy 
§ Sales goals 
§ Product information 
§ Software tools 
§ Coaching 
§ Feedback 
§ Incentives 
§ Consequences 
§ Training (new hire, 

continuing) 
§ Sales manager 

support 
Ø Timeliness in obtaining 

the above 
Ø Satisfaction with the 

above 
Ø Suggestions for 

improvement (open 
ended) 

Self-
report 

Ø Respondent 
candor 

Ø Sampling bias 

Ø Executive and 
Advisory Board 
interviews 

Ø Survey 
Ø Follow-up focus 

group 
teleconference 

Individual 
Reps 

4000 reps 500 reps SQL Server 
download to 
Excel 

Multivariate 
Analysis of 
Covariance 
(MANCOVA) 
 
Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 
 
Qualitative 
Analysis using 
NUD*IST  
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Decision-Maker 
Question 

Evaluation 
Approach 

Level Measures Used to 
Answer the Question 

Data 
Type 

Potential 
Confounds 

Data 
Collection 
Instrument(s) 

Unit of 
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s 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Data 
Format 
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Ø Regions 
Ø Annual $ Sales 
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Glossary 

Decision maker 
question 

What your decision maker wants to know. Usually it’s either 
related to the reports that sit on their desks that their 
managers use to assess their performance. Ideally, it’s 
related to a strategic business objective. 

Evaluation 
approach 

Could be any or all of the following approaches selected 
using Job Aid 1: 
Ø Kirkpatrick/Phillips evaluation..  
Ø Program evaluation.  

Ø Program monitoring. 

Level (if 
appropriate) 

For Kirkpatrick/Phillips evaluation. 
1. Reaction: Was the response favorable? 
2. Learning: Do they demonstrate learned performance at 

the end of training? 
3. Transfer: Do they demonstrate learned performance on 

the job? 
4. Impact: Does demonstrated performance impact the 

organization? 
5: Return on Investment : What is the return on the 

organization’s investment in the learned performance? 

Measures The data you will collect and appraise to answer the 
decision maker’s question. You may choose to use multiple 
measures to answer a given question. 

Data types Extant data Already exists 

Observational 
data 

Collected by watching someone do 
something 

Self-report data What someone tells you, including 
comments and rating scales.  

Potential 
confounds 

Things that can jeopardize the trustworthiness of your data 
collection and analysis. Confounds are typically "hidden" 
variable that you’re NOT measuring but affect and distort 
your results. Sampling bias is a common confound. 
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Data collection 
instruments 

What you’ll use to collect the data for your measures, which 
can potentially include: 
Ø Queries for  extant  data. 

Ø Observat ions . 
Ø Surveys . 
Ø Interviews. 

Ø Focus  Groups . 

Unit of analysis The level at which you’ll collect and analyze data. The unit 
of analysis could be individuals, groups, or organizations. 
As a rule, you want the unit of analysis that you use in the 
evaluation to match the unit at which people either received 
training or participated in the program.  

You do NOT want to train people in classes and then collect 
individual measures of student performance. 

Population size The size of the total group affected by the evaluation. 

Sample size The part of the population that you’ll actually measure in 
the evaluation. 

Data format How you’ll get the data and the format in which it will be 
stored and used in any analysis. 

Statistical 
procedures 

Any inferential or descriptive statistics you’ll use to answer 
the question. (If you’re not familiar with them, you may 
need to get help.) 
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IN T E R A C T I V E  E XERCISE  2:  US I N G  T H E  EV A L U A T I O N  M ATRIX TO S C O P E  A N  EV A L U A T I O N  EFFORT  
Instructions 
1. Break into groups of 2-5 people. 
2. Refer to Job Aid 2. 
�  Specify the decision maker for whom you are scoping the evaluation effort. 
� Determine whether you’ll use the provided sample decision-maker question or specify your 

own question you think that your decision maker would like answered. 

� Complete as many of the white columns as you can. 
� Specify other information in the gray columns if you have time. 
7.  After 20 minutes, we’ll debrief. 

� Decision Maker:     

�� Decision-
Maker Question 

�� Evaluation 
Approach 

�� Level �� Measures Used 
to Answer the 
Question 

�� Data 
Type 

�� Potential 
Confounds 

�� Data 
Collection 
Instrument(s) 

�� Unit of 
Analysis 

�� 
Population 
Size 

�� 
Sample 
Size 

�� Data 
Format 

�� Statistical 
Procedures 

1. How can we 
decrease the time 
that newly hired 
employees require 
to master their jobs 
while also improving 
their productivity? 
 
 

Kirkpatrick/Phillips o 
Program Evaluation o 
Program Monitoring o 

          

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kirkpatrick/Phillips o 
Program Evaluation o 
Program Monitoring o 
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