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Human resource development, evaluation, and sustainability: what are
the relationships?
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This article discusses the relationships among the concepts of human resource devel-
opment (HRD), evaluation, and sustainability. It defines each of these concepts and
argues for a view of sustainability that focuses on the long-term existence of a
programme. It then presents and elaborates a development of a theoretical model
connecting HRD with programme evaluation leading to sustainable HRD programmes.
Suggestions for future research are discussed, along with the implications for practice.


Keywords: human resource development; programme evaluation; programme
sustainability


This article examines the relationships among human resource development (HRD),
evaluation, and sustainability. It begins and ends with vignettes of actual evaluation
experiences that reveal some of the difficulties that can arise in undertaking an evaluation
of an HRD initiative. These vignettes suggest the importance of considering the multiple
factors affecting programme implementation when undertaking such evaluations.


Imagine that you have been asked to evaluate a teacher development programme on
the edge of one of the larger cities in Oregon. But, of course, the population is only about
147 thousand residents (in a state of about 3.8 million residents). Picture that this part of
the community is filled with old and abandoned manufacturing plants and various storage
facilities. Picture an old secondary school in which most of the children participate in the
free school lunch programme. This is the school for which you are being asked to
undertake an evaluation.


The programme is focused on working with teachers to integrate algebraic concepts
into the entire curriculum. The programme has been in existence for about 2.5 years, and
you (or your graduate assistants) have served as observers and evaluators. In that capacity,
you have provided expert advice and technical support to the programme development
team.


The observations show that the principal is very supportive of the project as are some
but not all of the teachers. For example, the health and sciences teachers are actively
engaged in showing connections between science activities and science projects and
algebra. In contrast, the algebra teachers seem to focus primarily on having students
complete one worksheet after another. More recently, however, a particularly gifted
instructor and facilitator has been working with teachers to demonstrate ways of incor-
porating needed activities into the curriculum, and teachers appear to be adopting or
adapting some of those ideas. So far, so good.
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But, there is another part of the story, and that involves the public. As you may be
aware, most US states are experiencing severe budget constraints, and those budget
constraints are affecting school districts. Rumours are flying that there may be a con-
solidation and that the principal and some of the teachers may be moved to other schools.


So, now what? To what extent should the evaluation reflect any of these anxieties?
Indeed, what does this context mean in terms of sustainability of the development effort?
Furthermore, the concerns with sustainability and evaluation also intersect with that of
ethics. Indeed, Robertson (2008) completed a content analysis of 10 years (from 1996 to
2006) of research on business ethics appearing in the Strategic Management Journal, one
of the top-ranked journals in the field of strategic management. His analysis indicated that
the largest percentage (about 30%) of the articles focused on issues of sustainability and
that the second largest percentage (about 22%) focused on performance, assessment and
evaluation, and planning. Thus, the concepts of sustainability and evaluation were con-
sidered critical.


The purpose of this article is to address the intersection of HRD, sustainability and
evaluation. I begin by examining the definition of the terms ‘human resource develop-
ment’, ‘evaluation’, and ‘sustainability’. Through these definitions, I hope to extract areas
of similarity, overlap, influence and intersection. This exploration then leads to the
development of a theoretical model connecting HRD with programme evaluation leading
to sustainable HRD programmes. Then, based on that model, I suggest some areas for
future HRD research and HRD practice. All of these, hopefully, lead to research that
confirms factors that can be embedded within the development and implementation of
HRD interventions and evaluations of those interventions that lead to what Scheier and
Dearing (2011) term ‘sustainability outcomes’. Both HRD researchers and practitioners
should be concerned about both the short-term outputs and the long-term outcomes and
thus interested in factors leading to HRD programme sustainability.


Definition of terms


So, let us then consider the definitions of each of the terms – HRD, evaluation, and
sustainability. Following this section on definitions is the development of a model
connecting the three concepts.


Human resource development


One approach to defining terms is to examine the dictionary. The Oxford English
Dictionary (www.oed.com) includes this definition: ‘Of the nature of the human race;
that is a human, or consists of human beings; belonging to the species Homo sapiens or
other (extinct) species of the genus Homo’. Dictionary.com (http://www.dictionary.com)
and Merriam-Webster.com (http://www.merriam-webster.com) have similar definitions.
Furthermore, the origins stem from 1350 to 1450 from Middle English. It appeared in
The book of the Knight of La Tour-Landry compiled for the instruction of his daughters by
Geoffroy de La Tour Landry.


The word ‘resource’ is defined by both Dictionary.com and Merriam-Webster.com as
‘a source of supply or support’. From the Oxford English Dictionary, we find ‘A means of
supplying a deficiency or need; something that is a source of help, information, strength,
etc., a natural source of wealth or revenue’. In this case the word appears in a French and
English dictionary dated 1611.
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Finally, the word development is defined by both Dictionary.com and Merriam-
Webster.com as ‘The act or process of developing; growth; progress’. And from the
Oxford English Dictionary, we find ‘A gradual unfolding, a bringing into fuller view’.
This has an even more recent origin – from 1745 to 1755, and again it stems from French.


From these dictionary definitions, we might construct HRD as the ‘act or process of
unfolding and growth of human beings so as to supply a deficiency or need or to serve as
a source of help, information, and strength’. Although this may serve as an interesting
introduction, we need to recognise that the definition of ‘HRD’ has occupied a central role
and source of controversy in the HRD literature.


Many trace the definitions of the field to Nadler (1970) from his book titled,
Developing Human Resources. However, two economists (Frederick Harbison and
Charles A. Myers) coined the term in 1964 in their book, Education, Manpower, and
Economic Growth: Strategies of Human Resource Development. More recently,
Weinberger (1998) compiled an extensive review of definitions, and one of the early
issues of Advances in Developing Human Resources, specifically issue 7 (2000) was
devoted to defining the field. Some examples of these definitions include the following:
(a) HRD is the process of increasing the knowledge, the skills, and the capacities of all
the people in a society (Harbison and Myers 1964, 2); (b) HRD as a combination of
training, career development, and organisational development … (Marsick and Watkins
1994, 355); and (c) HRD is a process of developing and/or unleashing human expertise
through organisation development and personnel training and development for the
purpose of improving performance (Swanson 1995, 208). Other definitions from
Nadler (1970), Chalofsky and Lincoln (1983), and McLagan (1989) contribute similar
ideas.


Some criticism has arisen concerning HRD as being a tool of management to extract
maximum short-term financial benefits (e.g., Garavan and McGuire 2010; Sambrook
2009). In contrast, Fenwick and Bierema (2008) argued for HRD being concerned
about not only organisational development but also individual development.


Another source of a definition of HRD comes from the AHRD Standards on Ethics
and Integrity (Russ-Eft et al. 1999, 2), specifically ‘Human Resource Development
(HRD) as a profession is an interdisciplinary field. It is focused on systematic training
and development, career development, and organisation development to improve pro-
cesses and enhance the learning and performance of individuals, organisations, commu-
nities, and society’. More recently, Kuchinke (2010) argued that (1) human flourishing
can and should be the guiding value of HRD and (2) HRD can and should be viewed as a
special case of the broader concept of human development.


In summary then, HRD is an interdisciplinary field that is focused on growth or
flourishing of human beings so that they can serve as a source of help, information, and
strength to organisations and to society.


Evaluation


The term ‘evaluation’ means many different things. We might picture certain objects – a
magnifying glass, a microscope or a light bulb – all of which help us to see an object
better. Or, we might picture examinations and report cards, suggesting the testing and
assessment aspects of evaluation. Other images might be a ruler or thermometer, indicat-
ing that measurement is involved. And still others think of audits and statistics. Finally,
we might think of performance reviews, performance appraisals, and performance
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management. Common among all of these images is the fact that there is some judgement
and possibly some value placed on that judgement.


Evaluation is certainly a value-laden field. Indeed the word ‘value’ is embedded
within the word ‘evaluation’. So, what do our dictionaries suggest? According to
Merriam-Webster (n.d.), evaluation ‘means to determine or fix the value’ or ‘to determine
the significance, worth, or condition’. Dictionary.com suggests that evaluation means ‘an
act of appraising’. The Oxford English Dictionary (www.oed.com) combines these defini-
tions thusly: ‘The action of appraising or valuing (goods, etc.); a calculation or statement
of value’.


Scriven (1991, 39) used similar words to define evaluation by stating that ‘Evaluation
refers to the process of determining the merit, worth, or value of something, or the product
of that process’. He proceeded to define each of these main concepts. Merit involves
intrinsic value. Worth is defined as the value to an institution or a group. Or, as Mathison
(1994) stated ‘…when one judges the worth of something, one is judging its value within
a particular context’ (469). Alternatively, Patton (2008) suggested that the systematic
collection of information helps programmes and decision makers ‘make judgments about
the program, improve or further develop program effectiveness, inform decisions about
future programming, and/or increase understanding’ (38). Thus, when finally coming to
the value of the programme, a judgement must be made that extends to all claims of
programme merit and worth or to all claims of intrinsic or extrinsic value.


Thus, the merits of an HRD programme within an organisation might be found in the
benefits that it provides to employees. These benefits, such as increased knowledge and
skill, may lead to more tangible outcomes, such as increased wages or financial prosperity
and potentially increased social equity. Whether such an HRD programme yields ecolo-
gical benefits may depend upon the specific focus of the programme. In a similar fashion,
the merit of a community programme focused on sustainable development, possibly the
development of an improved public sewer system, might be found in the benefits that it
provides to the community and the larger society. These benefits may lead to ecological
integrity, but they may also yield social equity and economic prosperity. One way to
determine whether any of the merits and worth of an intervention – be it an HRD
intervention within the workplace or a community public works project – would be to
undertake an evaluation in order to determine the intrinsic and extrinsic value.


Given that our focus here is on evaluation and that evaluation is taking place within
a complex system – that of the workplace or the community – a systems model for that
evaluation seems appropriate. The systems model, shown in Figure 1, was introduced by
Preskill and Russ-Eft (2001, 2003) and has been explicated in subsequent work (Russ-
Eft and Preskill 2001, 2005, 2009; Preskill and Russ-Eft 2005). The model suggests that
the multiple factors throughout the system can influence an evaluation. These factors
can be internal or external to the evaluation process and the organisation or community.
The model begins with processes internal to the evaluation itself. These include focusing
the evaluation, determining the evaluation’s design and data collection methods, collect-
ing data, analysing the data and communicating and reporting evaluation processes and
findings (Russ-Eft and Preskill 2001, 2009). Planning, managing, and budgeting take
place throughout the evaluation and are central to all of the processes.


Three additional factors are related to the evaluation but involve outside influences.
These include the political context in which the evaluation is being conducted, stake-
holders’ intended use of the findings, and the evaluator’s characteristics. The political
context involves those in positions of power, such as the executives within an organisation
sponsoring the HRD intervention or the national government funding the community
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sewer system. The intended uses of the evaluation tend to come from the previously
mentioned groups – the executives or the national government. The last factor that of the
evaluator characteristics includes such aspects as competence, expertise, and previous
experience


The next layer in the systems model recognises the influence of the organisation or the
community in which the evaluation is taking place. For an evaluation (or in fact any
intervention) to succeed, it must be aligned with the organisation’s mission, vision, and
strategic plan. In addition, the organisation’s infrastructure influences the ways in which
the evaluation can be implemented and the findings are used (Preskill and Torres 1999;
Preskill and Russ-Eft 2003). As with most organisational or community interventions,
supportive leadership lends credibility to the evaluation effort and suggests that evaluation
findings will be used. The organisation’s systems and structures can facilitate data
collection and help to ensure participation. Finally, the communication system can provide
effective methods for disseminating the findings. Such communication and reporting has
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Figure 1. Systems view of evaluation. Adapted from Preskill and Russ-Eft (2001).
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been shown to be a critical factor leading to decision making and action (Torres, Preskill,
and Piontek 2005).


Finally, the model recognises that any organisational evaluation is influenced by the
external context, including such factors as competition, customer expectations, workforce
diversity, legal requirements, technology and the global context. These variables can often
affect the extrinsic and intrinsic needs and values of the organisational stakeholders.


So, in summary, we can define evaluation as the systematic and ongoing processes for
gathering data about programmes, organisations, and whole societies to enhance knowl-
edge and decision making.


Sustainability


Let’s begin with the dictionary definition of sustainability. According to the Merriam-
Webster Online Dictionary and Dictionary.com, the word ‘sustain’ means ‘to give support
or relief to; or to keep up or prolong; to support’. The Oxford English Dictionary (www.
oed.com) actually does have a definition of sustainability: ‘Capable of being maintained at
a certain rate or level’.


The more recent focus on environmental issues as a focus of sustainability has
arisen in response to the failure of decision-making regarding development efforts.
These failures resulted because of a lack of recognition that various factors, such as
local cultures and capabilities (or competencies), were interconnected. More specifi-
cally, the United Nation’s World Commission on Environment and Development
prepared a report in 1987 titled Our Common Future. This Commission, also called
the Brundtland Commission, being named for the chair and former Norwegian prime
minister, Gro Harlem Brundtland, defined sustainable development as ‘development
that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs’ (World Commission on Environment and
Development 1987, 43). It was the first to suggest the need for balancing social,
economic, and ecological interests by stating that ‘inability to promote the common
interest in sustainable development is often a product of the relative neglect of
economic and social justice within and amongst nations’ (49).


Although these ideas may sound rather simple and straightforward, we need to
examine the concept of sustainability more deeply. Krizek and Power (1996) stated that
such sustainability ‘must balance social equity, economic prosperity, and environmental
integrity’ (7). More recently, Goodland (2002) identified three, overlapping dimensions of
sustainability – environmental sustainability, economic sustainability, and social sustain-
ability. Rather than label this as a three-legged stool, however, I use three of the five


Economic
prosperity


Ecological /
environmental
integrity


Figure 2. Venn diagram depicting concept of sustainability.
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Olympic rings; or we might call it a Venn diagram (see Figure 2). We should also
recognise that the concept of resilience has become popular in recent years within the
development community (Tanner 2013; USAID 2012).


Whether we call the concept ‘sustainability’ or ‘resilience’, we must recognise that
various criticisms of this definition have appeared. Jickling (2000), for example, sug-
gested that the concept is too generic. Thus, he pointed to a situation in which both
environmentalists and those supporting the development of local mining claimed sus-
tainability as part of their agenda. Newton and Freyfogle (2005) mounted a similar
argument. Although the term implies ‘considering the long term’ (24), it does not clarify
what is being sustained and by whom. A final more recent concern was raised by
Gibson (2006). The focus on the three categories of social, economics, and ecology
leads to separation and concerns for balancing the three issues. Instead, there needs to
be more focus on the interdependence of these factors and the methods for mutually
supporting all three.


At this point, it might be appropriate to mention another view of sustainability.
Shediac-Rizkallah and Bone (1998) defined sustainability as the continuation of a pro-
gramme. In later work, Scheirer (2005) has examined the issue of programme sustain-
ability. Specifically, her work has focused on aspects of programmes that lead to their
being prolonged. Her analysis of 19 US and Canadian studies of health programmes
revealed four separate definitions of sustainability: (a) continued programme activities, (b)
continued client benefits or outcomes, (c) continued community support and collabora-
tion, and (d) dissemination of programme work to others. Later, Scheirer, Hartling, and
Hagerman (2008) undertook a follow-up of foundation-funded health programmes to
determine the ways in which their work was sustained, and they confirmed the four
definitions.


More recently, Backus and Russ-Eft (2011) used the work of Scheier and others to
examine the sustainability of chemical technology programmes nationwide. A factor
analysis revealed a six-factor solution that included community perceptions and market-
ing, external engagement by business and industry, programme operations and adminis-
tration, foundations for programme support, institutionally funded support, and employer
student support. Further, Levine et al. (2013) undertook an examination of the sustain-
ability of federally funded health-care research projects. This latter study showed that
certain factors emerged as project facilitators included partnership development, suppor-
tive administration, and external funding. Adding to these empirical studies was the work
of Schell et al. (2013). In trying to determine factors related to the sustainability of public
health programmes, they began with an extensive literature review on factors affecting
programme sustainability. This was followed by a concept mapping process involving 38
experts, including researchers/scientists, funders/advisors, and state and local practitioners
from the fields of tobacco control, heart disease and stroke, physical activity and nutrition,
and injury prevention. Reconciling these two data sources, they identified nine domains:
political support, funding stability, partnerships, organisational capacity, programme eva-
luation, programme adaptation, communications, public health impacts, and strategic
planning.


So, to summarise, we define sustainability as the continuation of a programmatic
effort through continued programme activities, continued programme benefits or out-
comes, continued community support, and continued dissemination of programme
work. Furthermore, there are a number of factors that seem to lead to sustainability or
to what Scheier and Dearing (2011) have called ‘sustainability outcomes’.
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Intersection and model development


Now that I have defined the terms ‘human resource development’, ‘programme evalua-
tion’, and ‘sustainability’, I turn to examine the intersection of these concepts through the
development of a model of sustainability for HRD. According to Woodall and Douglass
(1999), development efforts, and we might say sustainable development efforts, have
positive outcomes. In order to achieve sustainable development, then, certain factors must
be present.


These factors have been identified in the research of Scheirer (2005) and Scheirer,
Hartling, and Hagerman (2008) mentioned previously. They have also been identified in a
planning model for sustaining innovations by Johnson et al. (2004). These factors have
been confirmed in the work by Backus and Russ-Eft (2011) and Levine et al. (2013).
Finally, the work of Schell et al. (2013) has provided further confirmation.


Cassidy, Leviton, and Hunter (2006) labelled three categories of factors related to
programme sustainability as (a) upstream, (b) midstream, and (c) downstream. It should
be noted that all three authors are affiliated with foundations and are concerned with the
sustainability of programmes that their foundations fund. By upstream, the authors were
referring to external factors. Midstream involved organisational factors, and downstream
concerned programme-specific factors. Basically, what these authors have identified can
fit into the evaluation model previously presented in Figure 1 and can connect with certain
dimensions of the model of sustainability presented in Figure 2.


The following paragraphs provide further description of the model of sustainable HRD
interventions, as shown in Figure 3. It begins by discussing the upstream or external
factors. Then it turns of the midstream or organisational factors. The discussion concludes
with the downstream or programme-specific factors. With each of these factors, the
discussion also links to the dimensions provided in the model of sustainability from
Figure 2.


External factors


One external factor appears to be most critical, and it involves the formal linkages and
partnerships with other organisations, along with the associated funding and support from
those organisations. Johnson et al.’s (2004) review of the literature identified resources as
a major factor leading to sustainability. Scheirer’s (2005) review of 19 empirical studies of
the sustainability US and Canadian health-related programmes identified the factor of
‘support from other organisations’ as one of the five most frequently cited. Scheirer,
Hartling, and Hagerman (2008) confirmed that finding in their survey of health-related
programmes; they found that 25 (or 83%) of the respondents mentioned ‘obtaining funds
from external sources’ as a major barrier to sustainability. Schell et al. (2013) identified
partnerships and funding as separate factors, but empirical work has suggested that the
primary benefit of partnerships revolves around funding issues.


In the field of health-related research infrastructure development, Levine et al. (2013)
identified that external partners and external funding were reported to be major factors
affecting successful development efforts. Similarly, Backus and Russ-Eft (2011) reviewed
the literature on programme sustainability and found that partnerships represented a
critical factor. Two common elements of such partnerships include economic benefits to
the partners and the involvement and commitment of the organisations’ leadership. A
factor analysis of the data from a later national survey of chemistry-based technical
programmes confirmed the importance of partnerships to sustainability.
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Figure 3 depicts such external partnering and funding as an important factor related to
HRD evaluation sustainability. Furthermore, this factor is also related to one of the
dimensions of sustainability – that of economic prosperity.


Organisation factors


We now turn to the midstream or organisational factors supporting sustainable HRD
development. It is important to note that some of these organisational factors may overlap
with those included within the programme-specific realm. Certainly, they will directly
affect the programme.
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Figure 3. Systems model applied to HRD, evaluation, and programme sustainability. Adapted
from Preskill and Russ-Eft (2001).
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One critical factor involves the level of internal partnering and support. Johnson et al.
(2004) included internal partnering and support as a component of the resources and
funding that were needed for sustainability. Scheirer’s (2005) review of empirical studies
identified the perceived benefits to staff and involvement of such staff as critical to
sustainability. The later survey of health-related programmes revealed that obtaining
such internal funding was reported by 15 (or 53%) respondents as a major barrier to
sustainability. Levine et al. (2013) found that internal partnerships were a critical compo-
nent related to the success and sustainability of research infrastructure development
programmes. Clinton (2014) in examining two public health programmes over a 4-year
period showed that partnering (in the form of stakeholder involvement) related to pro-
gramme sustainability.


Just as with external partnering and funding, internal partnering appears to provide the
financial support to help ensure programme sustainability. Again, such partnering and
funding appears to be related to financial prosperity as shown in Figure 3.


A second critical factor involves leadership or a programme champion. This represents
a factor that can reside within the organisation or can be based in the programme itself.
Again, Scheirer’s (2005) empirical review and the later survey (Scheirer, Hartling, and
Hagerman 2008) identified the importance of leadership and a programme champion.
Similarly, Johnson (2004), Levine et al. (2013), and Backus and Russ-Eft (2010, 2011)
recognised the criticality of this factor.


Leadership can be considered a factor related to the structure of the organisation and
to the individuals leading the organisation, as shown in Figure 3. The model suggests a
needed level of support provided to the programme for that programme to be sustained.
Furthermore, such leadership can also be connected to the sustainability dimension of
social equity. That latter connection suggests that the support provided by the organisa-
tional leaders enables the HRD programmes to be sustained over time and, furthermore,
that such programmes can lead to social equity.


Another organisational and programme factor revolves around the programme’s fit
with the organisational mission. A close fit between the goals of the programme and the
organisation’s mission, as well as perceived benefits to clients and staff, appeared as clear
and somewhat related factors in Scheirer’s (2005) review. Levine et al. (2013, 6) stated
that the programme ‘needed to build on or leverage larger organisational changes’.
Schell’s theory development work also suggested the importance of the programme’s
mission and the organisation’s mission as a critical factor leading to sustainability.


The model shown in Figure 3 suggests the importance of both the organisation’s
mission as well as the programme’s mission. The model further indicates that the fit of
those two missions should lead to programme sustainability. It is through the organisa-
tional and programme missions that we can, perhaps, make a connection to the sustain-
ability dimension of ecological or environmental integrity, suggested by Krizek and Power
(1996) and Goodland (2002). What may be of concern, however, is whether or not all
such mission statements must include an ecological or environmental element in order to
lead to the sustainability of the programme.


Programme-specific factors


This section considers the downstream of programmatic factors supporting sustainable
HRD development. Two of the factors mentioned within the organisational dimension
may actually be represented as programme-specific factors – that of programme champion
and that of the programme mission. The programme champion may actually be the leader
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of the programme, and that person is recognised throughout the organisation. This is
depicted within Figure 3, and such a champion would be connected to the sustainability
dimension of social equity, given that this individual must function effectively within the
social milieu of the organisation. The second factor, that of the programme’s mission, has
already been introduced earlier because of the importance of the fit with the organisation’s
mission. Thus, it should be recognised that it is the responsibility of the programme
champion and the staff to adjust the focus of the programme to be in alignment with the
organisation’s mission. Indeed, Scheirer (2005) found that programme modifiability was a
critical component related to programme sustainability.


Another programme-specific factor identified by some but not all authors was that of
administrative support. Johnson et al. (2004) discussed the importance of administrative
policies and procedures. Levine et al. (2013) found that administrative support was also
important to grantees. It should be recognised that Scheirer, Hartling, and Hagerman
(2008) results suggested the negative effect of staff turnover. Respondents viewed such
turnover as a barrier to sustainability. Thus, model in Figure 3 depicts that administrative
support/programme operations represent an important factor related to HRD-evaluation
sustainability. The linkage to the model of sustainability would be through social equity.


Another programme-specific factor appears to be key: that there are some sorts of
evaluations of the project being undertaken. In fact, such projects or programmes include
a cycle of continuous, ongoing, or what Michael Quinn Patton (2010) terms ‘develop-
mental evaluation’. Johnson, Hays, Center, and Daley (2004, 139), for example, stated
‘implement, evaluate, and reassess and reassess and modify’. Such evaluation, reassess-
ment, and modification may be related to Scheirer’s finding of the importance of pro-
gramme modifiability. These evaluative processes presumably also have a positive effect
on implementation effectiveness and quality, as shown in Figure 3.


Summary


So, we have come full circle. We began by examining the sustainability of HRD initiatives
or programmes, and we have arrived at the importance of the evaluation efforts. Indeed,
we must think of these evaluation efforts, not as some sort of final grade or measuring the
return on investment, but rather as a learning opportunity. If such evaluation is a learning
opportunity, then it must be built into the fabric of the project in order to lead to
sustainable development. Figure 3, then, provides a picture of this view of sustainable
development, with an embedding of evaluation.


There are, nevertheless, some issues that emerge as we consider this model. One issue
involves that of the factor of partnerships and funding. Are partnerships really a separate
factor from that of funding? Or is the main benefit and connection of partnerships,
whether external or internal, related to the possible funding and support that they
contribute? The works of Scheier (2005), Scheirer, Hartling, and Hagerman (2008), and
Levine et al. (2013) suggested the linkage of partnerships with funding. In contrast, Schell
et al. (2013) indicated that these are two separate factors. It will be important to determine
whether funding alone or some other factors are important in the contribution of external
and internal partnerships to programme sustainability.


Another issue involves the relationship of mission, whether organisational or pro-
grammatic, to that of ecological or environmental integrity, identified by Krizek and
Power (1996) and Goodland (2002). What are the repercussions of an organisational
and/or a programmatic mission that fails to include ecological or environmental integrity?
Will such an omission lead to the lack of sustainability of the HRD programme? Certainly,
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the organisational literature has shown that attention to ecological and environmental
integrity is of major concern today (e.g., Gibson 2006; Robertson 2008). What will need
further research is to determine whether ecological and environmental concerns (in their
broadest sense) are critical to the sustainability of HRD development efforts?


A third issue involves the tension that seems to exists between more effort focused on
programme development and more effort focused on programme evaluation. Certainly,
this tension can be overcome if one understands that evaluation not only exists to measure
ultimate outcomes but can also aid in identifying important and needed alterations to the
programme. Nevertheless, tensions over what to fund and how much to fund will always
exist.


Another issue concerns the concept of sustainability itself. Sustainability should not
mean immutability. As shown in Scheirer (2005), programme sustainability does not mean
that no changes take place; rather, the sustainable programmes were those that were able
to adapt to changes in the global and organisational context. A question or tension, then,
may exist over the issue of how much change can be made and still result in the
sustainability of the programme.


Future directions for research


What has been outlined represents an initial model based on limited theoretical and
empirical work undertaken in some selected fields, most specifically that of health care.
The next step in this work would be to undertake some confirmation of the model within
HRD. One approach to such research would follow the methods taken by Schell et al.
(2013). This could involve the surveying of organisational leaders, managers, employees,
and HRD professionals using concept mapping or the Delphi method. Another approach
would be to conduct a critical incident study to identify the factors needed for sustain-
ability. Such studies would both validate the factors identified in the model and potentially
contribute some additional factors.


A second or additional approach to such research would involve the development of
an instrument or assessment tool measuring each of the factors. Such a tool could then be
administered to HRD practitioners in various organisations. As part of that work, some
determination as to the importance or criticality of each of the factors would be useful. As
part of this work, it would be important to examine any differences that might exist among
the various industry sectors and among different sizes of organisations.


As mentioned in the previous section, another area for research would involve an
examination of the longevity of HRD programmes. One might undertake some case
studies to examine programmes that have existed within selected organisations for a
number of years to confirm the factors included in the model and to determine the degree
of adaptability and change that has taken place in such long-term programmes. In addition
to the case study approach one might administer the previously described assessment tool
to organisations with HRD programmes that have been sustained for varying amounts of
time. Then, using discriminate analysis, one might be better able to identify the critical
factors that yielded long-term programme sustainability.


Another area of concern should focus on the cultural and international applicability of
such a model. Since much of the literature comes from a North American and European
perspective, additional research will be needed to determine whether these factors remain
valid in other parts of the world, including not only the developed economies but also the
emerging economies.
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Future directions for practice


While concerned about some of the research implications, I do not think that we should
ignore the practical implications. Future HRD initiatives should begin to focus on
sustainability, particularly those related to programme and process sustainability. To do
so, however, means being attuned to some of the factors identified in the proposed model,
specifically (a) external and internal partnerships and support, (b) a programme champion
who remains with the programme and the organisation, (c) administrative support, (d)
committed and trained staff, and (e) programmes that fit with the organisation’s mission.


From a focus on practice, though, there are some remaining questions. How can we
convince programme planners and funders to focus on sustainability as an outcome rather
than to the immediate outcomes experienced by clients/organisation? How can we con-
vince programme planners to embed evaluation as a means to learn from the implementa-
tion and to make needed modifications? These are issues that challenge all of us and
hopefully stimulate us to continue to work in the field of HRD.


Conclusion


Let me end with another and perhaps more positive vignette, along with some questions to
ponder. You are being asked to serve as the evaluator of a development programme for
chief executive officers (CEOs) of arts and cultural organisations. This will involve CEOs
primarily from the USA but also including selected CEOs from other countries as well.
These CEOs will come together for week-long sessions being held in three different
locations in the USA over the course of a year and a half. The purpose of the initiative is
to transform the arts and cultural world. As with the previous case involving the school,
you are working with the programme developers from the initial conception and design.


What issues should be of concern? How can you embed the concept of programme
sustainability from the beginning through the implementation of the programme? What
must be done to obtain the commitment and support of top leadership? How can the
mission of the programme be best aligned to the mission of the organisation? Who should
be encouraged to become the programme champion? What external partners might be
most appropriate to involve in the programme? Which internal partners can be developed
to support the programme? And, from my perspective as an HRD evaluator, how can
evaluation be embedded in the programme to ensure continued learning, continued
improvement, and sustainability of the programme? Presumably by answering these
questions you can help to ensure the sustainability of the HRD programme.
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