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Abstract:

If training courses for working journalists are to triumph and produce top results, trainers need to integrate impact assessment into their work. This requires taking cognisance of the varying interests of diverse stakeholders in the training enterprise. In addition, it requires that trainers recognise key training principles which have a bearing on assessing impact. These principles include the tri-partite ownership of training, its process character, and the various objects upon which training can impact. A case study from southern Africa shows the value of impact assessment. The way forward is for media trainers in general to develop explicit strategies that will see us systematically conduct impact assessments as part of our regular operations. 

1. Introduction: 

Let’s begin by defining the topic and its relevance. “Impact assessment” refers to the evaluation of significant and potentially enduring effects of a given activity. This means identifying such effects (and measuring them where possible) ( and analysing their implications. These effects may be intentional, or unintended, and they may work to either reinforce and consolidate things ( or to change and disrupt them. What makes assessing the effects of a journalism training course a complicated business is the number of variables in the equation. The result is that direct cause-effect relationships between a training experience and a specific outcome are complex to establish.

While impact assessment is a well-established exercise in the field of ecology, this is not the case as regards the field of training.  In particular, there is very, very little in the way of impact assessment of short courses for working journalists. Evaluations conducted at the conclusion of courses are commonplace, but these are by no means a comprehensive impact assessment. What is needed are: More extensive and more open-ended investigations, data that covers establishing wide-ranging impact, and information about impact over time.

In elaborating on this task, this paper starts with an analysis of the stakeholders in impact assessment, seeking to answer the question: “Why impact assessment?”.  It then tackles some of the principles underpinning training, which in turn have a bearing on how, where and in terms of whom impact assessment should be done.  

The challenge of prioritising some impacts above others is dealt with, and a case study of southern Africa is discussed. In conclusion, this paper argues that we as trainers need to develop workable, strategies for ongoing impact assessment. My main point is that although time and resources may be difficult for hard-pressed trainers to find, investment in this area is guaranteed to produce rich results in the longer term. 

Impact assessment should thus be built into the planning, execution and follow-up of training interventions, as well as into budgets. The value of an actualised impact assessment strategy is that it can highlight both the triumphs and the travesties of training, and thereby enable improvements in the endeavour as a whole.
 

2. Stakeholders 

Behind a great deal of journalism training in democratising countries are some fundamental assumptions. These are: 

·  The agreed task is to construct new societies in permanent transition away from authoritarianism      

        (
·  Media play a central role in this transition

        (
·  Strengthening professional media by training independently-minded journalists is a strategic contribution to consolidating (or developing) democracy. 

There are some questions about the theoretical validity of this schema, but it nonetheless remains a paradigm with real power. It is in its terms that donors have allocated substantial resources, that impassioned people have worked hard to set up training institutions and programmes, and that many hours of journalists’ time has been spent in a quest to upgrade capacities.  

But one complication of the media-democracy-training model is that the stakeholders are assumed to have bought into playing “progressive” roles. It is arguable, however, that media’s contribution to democracy should probably be analysed as a function of something other than this assumption. This is because journalists are not democratic saints; donors and media organisations have their own institutional interests as industries which are not identical to democracy. Trainers have interests as well. None of this invalidates the democratic potential of media ( rather, it requires that we look at real interests and not only at the stars! And this is why it becomes all the more important to start investigating the impact of our training. The starting point is to look on the ground at the real interests of the stakeholders: 

· Trainers often do bring a democratic motivation to their work, yet even then they are not “innocent” altruists. Training is our business, and we have a vested interest in continuing training. After all, democracy can continuously be deepened, can’t it? This is not intended as a cynical remark about careerist trainers, but rather an acknowledgement of the interests that we as trainers have in a never-ending training project. 
It may also be pointed out – against the ideal model ( that trainers often learn more than the trainees. Who gets the most benefit from training, the trainer or the trainees (or the employers, or the donors?), is therefore a provocative question. There is nothing wrong about trainers having interests and receiving benefits (earning and learning!), the point is to recognise that these are factors in their own right, and that they need to be met if any training is to take place. 

What this means for impact assessment is that trainers may have several interests. These include an interest in improving our work, including in some cases its democratic significance. They also include an interest in marketing our services to clients (journalists, donors, employers). We will especially therefore look for information about impact in areas that can help in regard to all these needs and their associated constituencies. 

· Looking close up at a second stakeholder group, the donors, it can be said that in many cases this group is “King of the network”. Donors are of course an industry, and sometimes a foreign policy arm as well. This may correspond to a broad democratic agenda, though not always, and not always with appropriate understandings of what democracy may mean in varying contexts. There are often sectoral, national or cause-based interests – such as in promoting particular fields of competence (eg. The US model of reporting; skills in reporting the EU; in covering deregulation and privatisation; anti-corruption coverage; conflict-reporting, etc.). So, donors are an industry of sorts. They are also part of an industry that has its own market fashions, flirtations and fluctuations. Increasingly, this industry has to show its “shareholders” (governments and taxpayers for example) that funds are producing hard and cost-effective results, especially in terms of broader impact on societies. The difficulty is that the deliverables of journalism training are hard to measure. Nonetheless there is a growing interest by donors in impact assessment about journalism training. 

· The third stakeholder group consists of media employers. It cannot be assumed that these individuals are automatically in favour of democracy, or of training. In some cases they do not actually want better journalists in their employ. This is because better journalists may want more salaries, may reject bosses’ interference in editorial content, or may embarrass powerful groups that can act against the owners. In many cases, employers also have such understaffed newsrooms that they cannot afford to spare a journalist to attend training. And in most cases they are very reluctant to pay. Very few have any policy or strategy about dealing with training as part of a Human Resource development component of their businesses. 

Much of the democratic role of media happens despite, and not with, the “buy-in” of the employers. Some are hostile to democracy. Even those who see a business or political benefit in democracy are not necessarily enthusiastic to have their staff play a better role in this regard. Their interests are often more directly self-serving. In this light, employers’ frequent low interest in training could be addressed if impact assessment could show that training makes for more productive journalists, fewer legal and libel cases, more attractive content to audiences, etc. In addition, if training courses can ( during their operation ( also simultaneously yield stories to feed the hungry news machine, that too could help address some employer concerns. The long-and-short, however, is that impact assessment can probe particular areas of impact in order to show that various employer concerns are addressed by training. 

· From an educational point of view, trainees are the central stakeholder group. But not all have a genuine or deep interest in training. Some are reluctant attendees, sent by their editors. Others are enthusiasts – and some of them especially enjoying the break from routine and a per diem spending allowance. However, it is probably safe to say that the bulk of trainees do indeed want to improve their performance. Nonetheless, even when there is such a positive starting point, it is not necessarily the final point. Thus, once individuals are trained, we have to hope that they will stay in the industry ( that our “hand-up” did not turn out to be the “hand” that lifted them “out” of the profession and into public relations. We should recognise that some of the new capacity created within trained journalists is sometimes re-directed to training government or PR markets, which do not – in theory at least ( have the same democratic significance. The point is that we need to know whether training may in fact feed a draining of talent in the industry. So impact assessment can also look into the impact on the interests of the individual trainees. 

Summing up, then, effective training is a hard-nosed business which has to address the concerns of various groups. The many interests in the mix are not identical, even if there may (and should) be significant overlaps. The first question about impact assessment should therefore be why? ( and this in turn has to answered from a point of view – i.e. for whom? This is because the answers that are given (in reference to a prioritising of stakeholder interests) have a major bearing on what specific impacts get assessed and on what happens to the findings. 

As noted earlier, what complicates the answers is the murky link between training cause and impact effect. The creativity of the craft, and the chaos of the universe, conspire to make it difficult to ascertain the connections. Thus, for example, it is not easy to precisely prove to donors that a particular training course helped to improve democracy. This is not to say that the task should not even be attempted. Rather, it is to assert that we are dealing with complex matters, and that the challenge of impact assessment needs careful thinking and even more careful application.

3. Understanding training: 
There is training … and then there is training. If we are to seek and identify positive and negative impact, then we need to know what journalism training actually is. And we need to evaluate this training in the light of its core principles if we want to assess what it achieves for particular stakeholders. 
· PRINCIPLE 1: A tripartite approach: 

Training concentrates on the trainee, and therefore should be learner-centered. This means the trainer must take cognisance of the needs of the individual, and his or her baseline skills as well. But it is also important to recognise that there is a triangle of relationships at stake – the trainee, the trainer … and the employer. As service provider, the trainer has to bear in mind the importance of the boss (who can either sabotage or secure the success of the training’s impact). An effective trainer thus takes cognisance of these interests as well as those of the trainee when it comes to setting course objectives and to delivering training. In turn, this starting point has a bearing on the kinds of impacts that can be assessed in regard to the whole training exercise.

· PRINCIPLE 2: Ladder of learning:

If we accept that one-off and fragmented training experiences can often amount to a resource waste, then the alternative is to see effective training as a series of interventions within a long-term and cumulative process. In turn, this means that a key objective of training journalists should be to encourage an ongoing culture of learning amongst them. Correspondingly, whether this impact is achieved needs to be assessed. What the idea of a ladder of learning also implies is that training courses should give certificates for competence, and not just for attendance. This is the key to trainees progressing to higher levels of learning based on evidence of achievement. Naturally, this requires assessment the impact of training on the competence of the trainees and their suitability for further training. 

· PRINCIPLE 3: Proactivity

Although training providers exist formally to serve the media sector, we ought not to be a servant of the sector. This means that trainers should offer both needs-driven AND needs-arousing training. Put another way, we should offer demand- AND supply- driven courses. The reasoning here is that trainers have a leadership role to play, because we have the advantage of standing outside the sector and ought to be able to bring new insight and agendas to bear on it. As an illustration of this, a recent needs analysis of 14 South African community radio stations showed that 13 failed to identify any need for training in journalism, in skills in covering poverty or in expertise in reporting local government. Only three stations mentioned 
gender-awareness training; none said training in media convergence. Many outside observers would like to see proactive training interventions to address precisely these weak areas within the community radio sector ( conscientising and putting on the agenda the need for various skills that are not necessarily spontaneously expressed by the media practitioners themselves. What this means is that impact assessment exercises take on another potential benefit as regards trainers’ interests ( in helping us to sometimes lead, and not only follow, the media market. 
· PRINCIPLE 4: Process

Training is a journey through changes. Accordingly we can understand endpoint problems (and successes) by tracing systematically backwards:

No application of learning and skill within the newsroom?

( Maybe the reason is that the workplace blocks the individual for reasons of conservatism or resource constraints. 

Or: 
maybe the lack of application is because the trainee did not actually learn much on the course. 

( If so, this may be because of : 

poor delivery or 
poor course design (or both). 
Or: the reason may be that the course wasn’t based on actual needs.

And, if the course did meet the trainee’s needs, 
it may be that the wrong people were chosen to go on it. 

Or: it may be that training is not in fact the solution to the original problem. 
The lesson of adopting a process approach to training is that front-end work is critical. We cannot salvage a wrong course or the wrong trainees. But the process approach also has major significance for impact assessment. If we only collect information at the end of a training course, we have no way of explaining what undermined, or what contributed to, the ultimate impact. In other words, impact-relevant data needs to be collected all along the way.  
●
PRINCIPLE 5: Holism: KAPP

Training needs to keep in mind that it covers … more than the mind. The targets of training are the head, the hands and the heart. Thus, to train the brain is to develop (a) knowledge and intellectual skills; (b) practice and behavioural skills; and (c) attitudes.  We often forget the last one, but you can indeed have impact on attitudes about media freedom and ethics, for anti-sexism, diversity, anti-racism, etc ( and on attitudes to training courses and even life-long learning.  

There is a fourth target that training needs to take into account: the wallet. The point is: What’s the pay-off? Where is the gain in train? Financial, organisational, societal and/or job related benefits are the ultimate objectives of training in this light. An impact assessment can establish how much the training did indeed make a visible or material difference to the fulfilment of particular clients’ missions. In summary, a holistic training programme will cover KAPP ( knowledge, attitude, practice and pay-off. 
●
PRINCIPLE 6: RLAP

If training impacts on KAPP, how is this evident? How is it shown in practice? The answer is another acronym: RLAP – reaction, learning, application, pay-off: 

Reaction: do the trainees like it? What responses can you see which suggest impact on their attitudes? 

Learning: are they learning it?

Application: are they using it?

Pay-off: does it all add up to making a difference?
These indicators of impact on the objects of KAPP are important to distinguish from each other. This is because one kind of impact does not necessarily lead to another. Thus, good results in reactions do not mean that there is actually learning that has taken place. Likewise, learning does not automatically imply a person can apply the lessons absorbed and make use of the growth in knowledge and understanding. Finally, even application does not necessarily translate into effective pay off. In short, training can impact unevenly, and that is exactly why we should assess indicators for the entire interdependent package. 

Summary:

To recap the training principles outlined above: 

·  Triangle: trainer, trainee, employer

·  Ladder of learning

·  Proactive

·  Process

·  Holistic (KAPP)

·  RLAP (indicators of KAPP)

And, as discussed, these all have an important bearing on the matter of impact assessment. 

4. Impact Assessment: what and where in the cycle?

Some of the principles set out above indicate the following areas in which impact can be registered. 

	Precourse
	During
	Postcourse

	Reaction
	Reaction
	Reaction

	Learning
	Learning
	Learning

	Application
	Application
	Application

	Pay-off
	Pay-off
	Pay-off


It is possible to assess impact at all these points. For example, the attitudes of trainees and their employers prior to training are important indices of impact of earlier courses, and of the way that these stakeholders regard the forthcoming training course, and also of the general attitudes which may be relevant (eg. media freedom, role of journalists, diversity, etc.). The extent of trainees’  precourse knowledge can show up in the learning that they demonstrate or are tested on at this precourse stage. 

For further examples, one can consider impact assessment during the course. Accordingly, it is worth examining on a daily basis how the training is impacting on attitudes and learning. In addition, one can do simulations to see application impact. And a trainer should be sensitive to assessing the impact of the training in terms of pay-off – such as the returns to the individual trainee in terms of time spent or in terms of cost-benefits to the newsroom in terms of training costs and labour-time loss during the course. 

Immediately postcourse is the stage at which impact is most commonly assessed – and understandably so. But there is a question about how long the postcourse period should extend for. Trainers need to think about why ( and what ( they might assess at the end of the course and at six months later. 

A key question is also how to prioritise is not only which stage to concentrate on, and which impact realm to focus upon, but also in regard to what scope of impact. For example, should assessment efforts go into measuring reactions on individual trainees and their employers before a course, or into assessing knowledge in the wider newsroom after the course? Alternatively, should the focus be on the impact after a course, concentrating upon knowledge and practice in the wider society that consumes the journalism? 

One expert suggests that 10% of trainers’ courses should be fully assessed in the extended post-course phase.
 I would suggest that we not be rigidly formulaic in deciding this. For me, the best guide to deciding on priorities depends on the purposes for which the assessment is required. In turn, that is very much related to who wants (and what resources they can mobilise for it). For example, if we want information in order to market courses to employers, the focus will be on pay-off for the medium after the course. If the key interest group is a donor interested in strengthening democracy, then societal impact (on KAPP) would be the main focus. From the point of view of a trainer, learning and application in the post-course phase would probably be the priorities of impact assessment.  

Generally speaking, however, and as a rule of thumb, it would also seem to make sense ( no matter the specific interest group ( to try with most courses to assess learning impact on trainees before the training commences; to then especially evaluate learning by these trainees during the course; and lastly to focus upon application by the trainees after a course. However, with the role of attitudes being so important in the whole process, it would also be valuable to assess trainee reactions all the way through – from start to finish. 

The key point being made here is that impact assessment is a process which should begin before the beginning of a training course. It should further continue after the end. The general result? One should then be able to find out what works, and what needs work, as regards increasing the impact on training. Other, more specific, results may well be searched for, depending on the reasons and the interest groups behind an assessment. 

5. How and who?

Having established this framework for impact assessment, there are some complications that still need to be encountered. One of these is how the actual assessment is to be done. 

· Resources: In this regard, the first thing to note is that impact assessment (depending on its scale) takes time, money
, skill and follow-up. These need to be planned for long before the start of a training course. Increasingly, many donor agencies are recognising the value of impact assessment and will favourably consider line-items in the budgets for this purpose.  But even where this is not possible, a level of impact assessment is still possible, and should be built-in within a training programme. 

· Methodological approach: Another point to take note of is a broad methodological one. To identify impact requires that there is some historical base against which it can be established. In the first instance, this is in terms of the training objectives ( did the impact of the course achieve the objectives? In the second instance, however, we should also be open to other unexpected impacts ( and then we would compare to the general baseline situation that existed before the course, only a part of which may have been covered by the course objectives. Where such baseline information does not exist, it is sometimes possible to retrospectively identify this by extrapolating about what trends lie behind the impact being recorded. 

In the third instance, on the broad methodological points, impact can be profitably assessed in relation to a control group. This means ( from early on ( identifying a group that has meaningful similarities in character and which is not undergoing the same training. One can then test pre- and post- training in each case, and use the comparison to see what impact a course has made. This methodology is useful, because it prevents one from being too training-centred.  We like to think that training makes the difference, but a comparative analysis might show that the same outcomes (eg. more investigative journalism, promotion to leadership positions) occur in the control group as well. 

· Research tools: Turning to actual research methods, to translate the methodology into practical research, two items need to be considered. First, it is necessary to develop specific impact indicators.  Thus, the RLAP indicators need to be concretised in more specific, and preferably quantifiable, form. For example, the indicator of attitudinal change needs to formulated into specific topics. Accordingly, you might use a Likert-scale of Agree, strongly-agree, neutral, etc. with regard to a statement (eg. “investigative journalism is the most democratically-relevant journalism”). Similarly, with regard to learning, you could test before, during and after training with a specific question like “What constitutes defamatory reporting?” 

The actual collection of data can be through various techniques. As indicated above, questionnaires, interviews and testing are options. So too are focus groups and direct observation. Less directly, one can look at indicators of output (through some kind of content analysis), awards won by former trainees, promotion records, and even public opinion surveys. A combination of methods is recommended, as well as data collection from both trainee and employer constituencies. This avoids overly subjective data (such as relying only on trainee self-assessment).

Lastly, important considerations to take on board at the outset are: 

· Who should conduct the impact assessment?

· To whom should the findings be communicated? 

· Who should apply the findings?

It is a self-limiting situation to assume that impact assessment is the sole responsibility of the trainer, and of interest only to the trainer. Instead, trainees, employers and donors can all be enlisted in various ways to conduct, communicate and use the findings. For instance, asking trainees to develop an action plan during a course, and to send in a report on performance, is one way to involve them. Even if response rates are between 10% and 30% (the actual situation at two training institutions), the information is still valuable for all parties. 

What is also worth remembering is that the participation by trainees in impact assessment also has a potential spin-off training benefit.  For example, by asking trainees to respond to certain issues covered in the course, one provides an opportunity for them to refresh their learning and consolidate what they have covered. 

6. Case study: Southern Africa

In 1997, the author of this paper, assisted by Peter du Toit, conducted an impact assessment for the NSJ training centre based in Mozambique. The centre initiated 12 courses between 1996 and 1997, involving 374 individuals. This time period meant that at the time the research was conducted, some six months had elapsed since the last course and 2.5 years since the first. The stakeholders that shaped the exercise were:

· the NSJ’s key donors, which led to us also seeking to assess impact on media’s role in democratisation;

· the NSJ itself, which led to us attempting to assess impact on employers and newsrooms (which related, for instance, to the rating given to certificates of attendance at the courses, and to the question of whether media institutions would pay for staff training in the future). 

· Myself, Peter (and generalised trainers) had a strong interest in assessment of impact on the individual trainees from the point of view of the relevance of all our hard work! This too was probed. 

Sampling was needed to cover a wide range of categories covered by the NSJ courses. To structure the survey to be representative, and to allow for a meaningful breakdown of the data, we had to be sure to cover cases of:  
•Training rich/poor countries
•Media free/restricted countries

•NSJ activity concentrated

•Potential markets & donor dependent

•State and private media

•Broadcast and print media

•Male and female

With an eye to establishing suggestions of patterns, we needed our sample to reflect all the bases cited above (rich/poor, etc). To this end, we developed the following matrix of selected countries in which we cover the field. 

	
	Swazilnd
	Zimbab
	Mozamb
	Malawi
	Zambia

	Train poor
	Y
	
	
	Y
	

	Train rich
	
	
	
	
	Y

	High NSJ
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	

	Low NSJ
	
	Y
	
	
	Y

	Market?
	
	Y
	
	
	

	Donor case?
	
	
	Y
	
	

	High control
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y

	Low control
	
	
	Y
	Y
	

	Private ppr
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	State ppr
	
	Y
	
	
	Y

	Private bdcst
	
	
	Y
	
	Y

	State bdcst


	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y


In total we interviewed 25 journalists (7% of those on the courses), and six editors. Though the number is small and definitive generalisation should be taken with a pinch of salt, there did appear to be some trends which called for a closer look, and which indeed were echoed in the more qualitative data that we gathered as part of the research.
Though not explicit in the impact assessment at the time, the following considerations were taken into account: 

· Triangle – employees and their supervisors were covered;

·  KAPP-RLAP – attitudes, learning, application and pay-off were covered; 

·  Proactivity ( there was an attempt to elicit thought about follow-up courses during the assessment; 

·  Process ( although the assessment was all post-course, it tried in a modest way to identify which stages of the cycle had been most important in influencing final impact; 

·  Objectives & baseline ( courses had varied, hence it was not possible to look at course specific objectives. Thus more general and common objectives such as performance improvement were assessed. There was a bit of baseline data related to journalists’ skill levels in general in the region before the training period, and a range of survey returns that had been completed by some of the trainees and their managers six months after their courses. 

As indicators, we effectively covered the following scope and realms of impact: 
Individual
•Skills (LA), confidence (R), motivation (R)
•Remuneration (A), position (A)

•Perceptions of limitations (A)

Newsroom

•Sharing of information (L)
•Learning culture (R)

Society

•Media freedom & independence (A)
•Provoked ire among authorities (R)
Our methodology was based on individual self-assessments (eg. “rate your skills before the course ( below average, average, above average”; “rate them after the course”), and upon employer views of the same questions. In order to minimise overly subjective and speculative answers, many questions asked individuals to substantiate their replies with concrete examples. 

The research tool was a structured questionnaire with 58 questions, and which was mainly administered by Peter du Toit who put the questions verbally to the interviewees and also filled in the answers. The design of this instrument meant that we could gather quantifiable information (such as in the numbers who said their skill level had moved from average to above-average). We also secured qualitative data in the form of specific examples of substantiation, as well as from some open-ended questions probing attitudes towards and topics about further training.
 

Interesting findings we established were that 77% of trainees said their performance increased from average to above-average.  As regards pay-off (literally), we wanted to see what impact the training made in terms of the commercial value that trainees and their bosses would put on the courses undergone. The findings ranged from $25 – $500 a day, indicating that the course organisers NSJ could do well to communicate to these stakeholders the actual cost of training. The survey revealed that 30% of trainees said they had been promoted or received a pay increase which they attributed to the course.  (Broken down by gender, this was 40% of men, and 9% women, again inviting reflection by the NSJ). 
Further interesting findings concerned the “triangle” perspective, where trainees rated their improvement higher than their bosses did. Likewise, while trainees claimed to circulate training materials back in the newsroom, bosses differed. And while 60% bosses valued the certificate (of attendance) obtained from the courses, only 20% of trainees said they did.  
The gap suggested a need for training on communication between the two groups. 

As regards scope of impact, an interesting finding emerged in regard to gender. We analysed the positive answers about the sharing of course materials in the newsroom, and found that twice the percentage of women said they shared, than did men. The implication: if you want more impact on newsrooms, train more women. Further, if you want more women trainees, you need to reduce the obstacles to their participation. In the case of the NSJ, this included changing the duration of courses from three continuous weeks in-length, to two ten periods separated by six months. 

Strategically important information for the NSJ and its donors also emerged. Thus, the assessment found more impact on training-poor countries and state media.  A finding that raised interesting considerations for the selection of course candidates was the difference in impact between state and private media. Newsroom conservatism was cited as an obstacle to application of training by 75% of public, but only 20% of private media. In terms of impact on the powerful, 

40% of private media said their post-course journalism had attracted ire, while only 25% of public media did so. 

One unintended impact of the NSJ training, but which we probed, was the result of the situation whereby most courses brought together journalists from across many southern African countries. We found that the mix was creating a sense of community of interest amongst journalists of different nationalities.  Having established this, it henceforth became possible to treat this as a valuable objective from the outset as regards future courses ( and to consciously develop activities that could enhance its achievement. 

The NSJ impact assessment led to the introduction of a strategy for the several media management short courses for editors that I have run since then. This strategy has covered: 

Pre-course: 

·  Needs analysis & attempts to establish baseline (Through this I guage their reactions, their learning and their application).

· For the same reason, I do a “360 degree survey” (I ask the trainee to get a subordinate, a peer and a supervisor to tell us and him/her which areas should be prioritised for the individual’s development during the course). This interaction impacts positively on the mindsets of the trainees and their colleagues as regards the forthcoming experience. 

During course:

· I seek to formulate (measurable) training objectives (and covering the full range of KAPP) in dialogue with trainees through a pre-course survey and at the start of the course through a discussion of expectations. 

· To increase “triangular” attitudinal impact, I get trainees send postcards back to their newsrooms. 

· Trainees are told before arrival that they need to work towards a Personal Action Plan with personal objectives by the end of the course. The 360 degree comments (above) are factored into their endeavours (again to increase “triangular” investment in, and impact upon, the process). 

· I conduct daily and final evaluations, require trainees to take turns to make daily summaries of the previous day, and set some exercises and mock tests in order to gauge actual learning.

Post-course:

· I send out postcards written by one trainee to another (while they were together) six weeks after the end of the course, and again after 12 weeks. The idea here is to maintain impact on attitude. 

· Likewise, I maintain some email communication where possible. 

· Trainees send in a report on their plan three months after the course ends (the pay-off carrot is that this is a precondition for them getting a certificate). (Only about one-quarter, however, have done this, indicating a distressing shortfall and stimulating me to probe why, as well as prompting me to invent alternatives measures). 

Utility:

· I analyse the findings all along the process, but I have not as yet communicated them to external trainers hosted on the course, the trainees, or the employer. This is an area that needs greater attention, and which I hope will become an inviolable aspect of my future strategy. 

· Finally, I have applied changes to my courses in the light of the various findings. But this could still be more thorough, and the impact of the changes themselves be tracked. 

7. Conclusion:

There is a danger that without impact assessment, and action on it, training courses could lose credibility. Admittedly, it takes time and money to make impact assessment an integral part of training. But the converse is that without it, inefficiencies and inefficacies can persist unrecognised ( which is potentially an even greater drain on resources. On the other hand, evidence of successful impact can be the basis for further increases in the power of training, and can also be used as a valuable marketing tool. 

What’s needed is work by us as trainers to develop explicit strategies for impact assessment to take place and implement these. An ad hoc and erratic approach will not deliver the goods. Drawing on the lessons noted in this paper, a trainer wanting to develop such a strategy could start from the premises that impact assessment in journalism training courses should: 

·  Accept diverse interests and major complexities.

·  Recognise principles: 

· Triangle of stakeholders

· Ladder of learning

· Proactivity

· Head, hands, heart, purse (KAPP)

· Process stages

· RLAP.

·  Design and implement the strategy.

·  Utilise and communicate the findings.

·  Continue to update and improve the strategy.

The point is that if we believe that training journalists is a good thing, impact assessment can help us make it better. We can identify and understand both triumphs and travesties. We can improve our courses from an informed position. 

It may be raining training… but we need to ensure that the crops will actually grow. 
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� This paper draws extensively on a manual written by the author (Berger, 2001), updated with experience since then, and with some ideas gained at the Chisinau seminar at which a visual presentation was made on the whole topic.


    � Phillips (1991) suggests doing evaluation as follows:�


● 100% of all programmes at reaction to training


● 70% of all programmes in terms of learning from training


● 50% of all programmes in terms of application of training 


● 10% of all programmes in terms of results/pay-off from training.


� Phillips (1991) suggests the equivalent of 10% of programme cost for evaluation.


� The questionnaire is online at: http://journ.ru.ac.za/staff/guy/fulltext/NSJQTN.doc
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