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�
� AUTONUMLGL �	THE REQUISITES OF THE SYSTEM





The aim of devising a system to evaluate quality in continuing vocational training that can be applied to all European contexts is undoubtedly ambitious, and can only be achieved through a strong effort towards simplification. In order to be really workable and operational, and thus meeting the goal of being a truly European tool, such a system should be characterised in the following way:





it should be simple in its operation, and its use should be easy to learn by training personnel and agencies throughout the European Union (EU);





it should have a relatively unique meaning; that is, its basic concepts, tools and procedures should be simple, universal and well defined;





it should be flexible and widely applicable to a number of different situations, industrial contexts and geographical and cultural areas;





once applied in one situation, it should be easy to reproduce in other situations;





for the above-mentioned reasons, the system should be minimal, in the sense that the part strictly defined and universal should be limited to a core. At the same time, it should be easy to attach to such a basic core, a number of expansions and specific needs, aimed at coping with local and specific needs;





finally, it should be able to “capture” the quality of the training events, with reference to their different agents and stakeholders, as well as to the various dimensions, moments, functions, etc., involved in their life-cycle.








� AUTONUMLGL �	METHODOLOGICAL OPTIONS





The above list of requirements bears relevant consequences on the methodological options opened to the construction of the system. As a matter of fact, the requirements are very stringent, so that only a very narrow range of choices is actually available.





The most viable solution is to develop a complete evaluation procedure that could provide answers to the main quality questions and base the universal “model” of the system on a limited set of tools, designed to meet the requirements with the minimum necessary information. Such choice is quite common in the literature of training evaluation models but, nonetheless, it brings with it considerable problems as to the combination and aggregation of the different measures provided by the various tools into one, or even only few, complex and very broad quality evaluations.





The aggregation problems arising from the choice of basing the evaluation procedure on the use of indicators can be overcome in two opposing ways.





The first is to proceed in the direction of formalising the evaluation procedure, by making use of statistical techniques specifically devised to solve aggregation and ranking problems. This group of techniques mainly refers to multi-criterion analysis, a tool that is scientifically well established, but full of implications on the way in which evaluation activities should be organised. The main implication is that their use is open only to high-skilled, specialised personnel, so that evaluation becomes a separate function in the operation of the training agencies, performed by high wage specialists, living in a world of their own. It is, in other words, a “technocratic choice”, not suitable for small firms and, above all, for a great bulk of today training activities, that increasingly require a high degree of collaboration between trainers, training organisations, trainees and firms in order to be effective.





The second alternative to overcome the aggregation problem is to commit the information synthesis to the judgement of the people taking part in the training event. This choice has the disadvantage of being open to the risks of arbitrary discretion, and therefore of weakening the uniqueness of the procedure and the transferability of the results. In order to minimise such risks, many things can be done, most of which refer to quality assessment and certification, in the direction pioneered by ISO 9000 or EQA standards. But, even before this, in order to minimise the discretion risk, it is necessary for the training agency to build an evaluation process that relies on a sound and widespread “evaluation culture”. This can be built by complying to a standard procedure made up of complete checks and controls aimed at quality improvement.








� AUTONUMLGL �	EVALUATION CULTURE VS. EVALUATION MODELS





In the proposed model, the evaluation process tends to coincide with the training process itself, as it becomes a fundamental part of all the activities and skills involved in preparing, developing and delivering the training event. Furthermore, the evaluator is no more a specialist who lives and works separately from the training activities, instead the evaluation skills become widespread knowledge, an “invisible asset” of the training provider (which itself becomes a “learning organisation”), and the final person responsible for evaluation is the head of the training project, and who relies heavily on the co-operation of all the staff.





Deciding on this second option, the evaluation procedure becomes a system, shaped on the characteristics and needs of the training agency and related to all stage of the training project life-cycle, more than a model in the strict sense of the word, i.e. a formalised tool to measure the quality of a specific aspect of the training event. In this sense, an evaluating system can make use of many evaluation models, each of them relevant to the assessment of the quality from a particular perspective (dimension, stage, function).Each model is connected to the others and to the definition of the overall quality of the whole training event, through a common “evaluation culture”, shared by all the agents involved in the event itself, and continuously enhanced through collaboration. 








� AUTONUMLGL �	CRITERIA FOR SELECTING THE BASIC EVALUATION TOOLS





According to the evaluation philosophy expressed above, the composition of the set of tools, that should provide the information for the evaluation, should be managed in order to meet the following criteria:





to be suitable for implementation by both the provider and the end-user (the client firm), taking into account the points of view of the provider, the end-user, the trainee and eventually other stakeholders (national and European funding bodies, others);





to cover the main areas of the training event life-cycle, that is: (i) its stages (preparation, design, delivery, follow-up), (ii) its functions (marketing, training development, project management), (iii) its dimensions (financial, organisational, didactic, economic), etc.;





to capture the fundamental elements of training quality, such as the relation of the provider to the end-user and the quality of its training supply, the efficiency of the single training projects, and their effectiveness, both internal (for the provider) and external (for the trainee as well as for the client).








� AUTONUMLGL �	THE MODEL





The model is an articulated set of ‘light and flexible’ evaluation tools (checklists, procedures and indicators), aimed at evaluating the overall quality of the vocational training to be provided. In this respect, the model is targeted at being used at every stage of the training project cycle: (i) in the appraisal or ex-ante stage, (ii) during the monitoring activities of the project, (iii) for the final evaluation and (iv) for the ex-post stage.





The basic postulate for the design of the model is that the training activity is a process and evaluation is an inherent component of the training project. The project manager himself must be an evaluator and thus there is the actual need, a priori, to define reference standards and parameters in order to weigh up the quality of the training provided.





The reference user of the proposed model is the provider. nevertheless the model may be used by any of the stakeholders involved in the vocational training project, either the companies or public administrations ‘end-users’ of the implemented activities, or the trainees, or entities financing the project.





The object of the evaluation activity is the single training project. In any case, however, the model analyses even the productive processes of the Training Agency providing project activities, in order to contextualise training activity with relevant indications upon the entity that is providing the services.





The model can be organised into a table which integrates, in a cascade connection, project activity, logical stages and relevant stakeholders who may be interested in some way in appraising and evaluating the project:








TIMING�
PROJECT PHASE�
RELEVANT STAKEHOLDERS�
�
BEFORE�
1. STRATEGY/PREPARATION�
Provider - Client�
�
BEFORE�
2. PLANNING AND DESIGN�
Provider - Client�
�
DURING�
3. DELIVERY/MONITORING�
Provider - Client - Trainee�
�
AFTER�
4. OUTPUT/FOLLOW-UP�
Provider - Client - Trainee�
�






In the following pages, for each of the above-mentioned stages, an articulated and integrated set of (i) core issues to be analysed with (ii) consequent relevant evaluation tools and (iii) operational procedures is provided.








�



1. STRATEGY - PREPARATION








1.A. CHECK LIST�
�
Training needs assessment�
Is there a need?


What is the need?


Is there a demand?


What is the demand?


Are there competitors?


How are the training needs assessed?


Are the training needs assessment practices satisfactory?


Was the investment in training needs assessment enough?�
�
Partnership and links�
Do the proper links exist for the project?


Are there specific ongoing relationships with: 


(i) the market (demand, other suppliers, funding opportunities)and 


(ii) the field of knowledge? (universities, research         centres,previous experiences)


Who are the possible partners for the project? (social partners, universities research centres)�
�
Capability in doing the project well�
What is the provider’s experience?


Are good teachers available for the project?


Are good facilities available for the project?�
�
Is the applied “strategy - preparation stage” satisfactory?�
�
1.B. EVALUATION TOOLS�
�
Training needs assessment�
Presence of methods to analyse training requirements�
�
Competitors�
Analysis of competitors in the market for the provision of similar activities�
�
Rate of interaction within territory and participation of the local social stakeholders�
N° of social, economic and institutional stakeholders collaborating in the project with respect to their level of collaboration�
�
Provider capability�
Technical background and provider competence and references�
�
Level of satisfaction for the Strategy - preparation stage�
Rate of congruence�
�
1.C. PROCEDURES�
�
Evaluation of the quality of training needs assessment system with particular regards to the precise quantification of needs.


Assessment of labour market analysis availability with respect to the particular kind of project.


Assessment of existing links and interactions which may be usefully applied both in planning and carrying out the project. Their ranking according to the quality of the interactions can be assessed by using numbers 1-5.


Assessment of the capability, expertise and know-how characterising the provider in order to ensure the project the maximum guarantee of success and quality attainment. A check has to be carried out with reference to (i) Provider’s background in carrying out similar assignments in similar conditions, (ii) Provider’s financial and economic conditions, (iii) Provider’s applied methodology, with particular reference to mechanisms applied for ensuring quality processes.


For this stage, the degree of congruence of project operations has to be checked comparing them with those reported in a standardised and flexible quality check list of typical project operations and applying a score.�
�



�



2. PLANNING AND DESIGN








2.A. CHECK LIST�
�
Training contents�
What training contents comply with the assessed needs?


What training contents comply with potential trainees?�
�
Training delivery�
What is the best way to deliver training in terms of (i) method, (ii) time, (iii) space, (iv) pace, (v) duration?�
�
Resources required�
What resources are required in terms of (i) human resources, (ii) technological resources, (iii) financial resources, (iv) materials?�
�
Synergies�
Are there any positive interactions with other training or work activities?


With past or future projects?


With the activities developed by other social partners, firms, etc.?�
�
Evaluation strategy�
What will the evaluation strategy be?


Is there any provision for monitoring?


Is there any provision for mid-term, final and ex-post evaluation of the project?�
�
Is the applied “design and planning stage” satisfactory?�
�
2.B. EVALUATION TOOLS�
�
Training contents�
Contents adequate to training needs�
�
Training delivery�
Degree of adequecy of training delivery with respect to method, time, space pace and duration in comparison with reference standards�
�
Resources required�
Degree of adequacy of resources required with respect to technological materials in comparison with the reference standard�
�
Synergies�
Links with other non-training activities possibly relevant to successful project implementation�
�
Evaluation strategy�
Presence of evaluating tools and procedures that go along with the entire project cycle�
�
Level of satisfaction for the Planning and design stage�
Rate of congruence�
�
2.C. PROCEDURES�
�
Assessment of the adequacy of training contents both for training needs and potential trainees: this is a crucial operation in planning a quality action.


Assessment of the existence and adequacy of all the conditions linked to the  training delivery particularly to those affecting the quality of the learning process (e.g. methods, timing, space, pace, resources,....).


Assessment of the existing activity links with other potential overlapping activities (in general, synergy is a positive element of a training project).


Assessment of the evaluation procedures envisaged for the project implementation, with particular emphasis on timing, means and resources required. A crucial point is the availability of sound feedback mechanisms in order to reassess the project during the implementation process.


For this stage, the degree of congruence of project operations has to be checked comparing them with those one reported in a standardised and flexible quality check list of typical project operations, and applying a score.�
�






�



3. DELIVERY/MONITORING








3.A. CHECK LIST�
�
Is there any feedback procedures(involving trainers, trainees, other stake holders) and is it used to re-assess the activity?


Is the action meeting trainees’ expectations in terms of their actual involvement in the activity?


Is the action going according to plan?


Is the action meeting the trainees’ expectations in terms of (i) time, (ii) space, (iii) pace, (iv) contents?�
�
Is the applied “delivery/monitoring stage” satisfactory?�
�
3.B. EVALUATION TOOLS�
�
Feedback�
Existence of feed-back procedures�
�
Rate of compliance�
Ratio of project delivered project planned (theoretical maximum value = 100%)�
�
Level of user satisfaction�
N° users with satisfaction bigger than ( /total users = 100�
�
Level of trainers satisfaction�
N° trainers with satisfaction bigger than ( /N° trainers = 100�
�
Level of satisfaction for the Delivery/monitoring phase�
Rate of congruence�
�
3.C. PROCEDURES�
�
Verification of the actual use of suitable and practical feed-back mechanisms, aimed at ensuring the effective implementation of the project. This is particularly important in order to assess the degree of compliance between the projected plan (as modified by feedback signals) and the actual implementation of the project. 


Check of the actual use of suitable and practical questionnaires aimed at verifying the trainees’ level of satisfaction, with particular emphasis on time, pace, contents and anticipated level of their involvement.


For this stage, the degree of congruence of project operations has to be checked comparing them with those reported in a standardised and flexible quality check list of typical project operations, and applying a score.�
�



�



4. OUTPUT/FOLLOW-UP








4.A. CHECK LIST�
�
Effectiveness�
Did the training action meet the assessed needs?


How satisfactory was the quality of training and facilities provided?


What were the strengths and weaknesses in key issues (training delivery, resources, results)?


What changes have to be made?


Have the trainees learned what they were supposed to?


Was this tested and, if so, how?


Was the training good?�
�
Efficiency�
How much did the action cost?�
�
Is the “output follow-up” phase satisfactory?�
�
4.B. EVALUATION TOOLS�
�
Good training�
To be tested with reference to:


Appropriateness of course contents;


Quality of student/trainer interactions;


Appropriateness of testing method of student achievement;


Appropriateness of method used to understand students’ levels, needs and knowledge;


Timing and location of provision�
�
Effectiveness -Client�
Modifications of abilities and skills of the trainees, even in terms of their impact on the organisation of the Client�
�
Knock-on effect�
Transfer effect of the activities on other non-trained workers of Client’s organisation�
�
Effectiveness - Trainees�
Improvements to the working life of the trainees�
�
Effectiveness - Provider�
Improvements to the market position, reputation and competitive ability�
�
Teaching cost rate�
Total Teaching costs /total costs * 100�
�
Rate of financial efficiency�
Budgeted Costs /Actual Costs * 100�
�
Hour cost per trainee�
Project Costs /(N° trainees * hours of course)�
�
% of selected item cost�
Costs of item ( /Total costs * 100�
�
Level of satisfaction for the Output/follow-up stage�
Rate of congruence�
�
4.C. PROCEDURES�
�
For each of the stakeholders, it is necessary to pinpoint the actual effects in terms of achievements and compare them with those previously planned. This activity may be carried out by use of selected tools chosen from those in the above-list, according to different stakeholders priorities and assessed needs.


For this stage, the degree of congruence of project operations has to be checked comparing them with those reported in a standardised and flexible quality check list of typical project operations, and applying a score.�
�
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